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DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STATcS Gi AMERICA 


SURPLUS PROPERTY DONATIONS 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 25, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 10 a. m., in room 457, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator John F. Kennedy 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senator John F. Kennedy, Democrat, Massachusetts ; Sen- 
ator Norris Cotton, Republican, New Hampshire; Senator Thomas E. 
Martin, Republican, lowa. 

Also present: Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; Miles Scull, Jr., 

rofessional staff member; Glenn K. Shriver, professional staff mem- 
Sey Mrs. Kathryn M. Keeney, clerical assistant. 

Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This morning the subcommittee will consider S. 3693, a bill to 
amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
to authorize the donation of Government-owned surplus property to 
civil-defense organizations of the States and local governmental units. 
Included within our consideration are S. 1527 and H. R. 7227, earlier 
versions of S. 3693 which were objected to by the various agencies. 

S. 3693 was drafted by the staff of the subcommittee and the legis- 
lative counsel of the Senate, in cooperation with representatives of the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration, General Services Adminis- 
tration, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Bureau 
of the Budget, and the General Accounting Office. 

Copies of a committee print of H. R. 7227, which is virtually iden- 
tical to S. 3693, were forwarded to these agencies for comment and 
review. All of the agencies are in general agreement with the pro- 
visions of the bill, which authorizes the donation of surplus prop- 
erty to civil-defense activities without impairing or interfering with 
the well-established donable property program for health and edu- 
cation. 

The committee bill provides that the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare will maintain supervisory jurisdiction over the 
allocation of surplus property usable and needed for health, education, 
and civil-defense purposes. The determination of whether the prop- 
erty is needed and usable for these purposes will continue to be made 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, for health and 
education, whereas the Federal Civil Defense Administrator will de- 
termine which property is usable and needed for civil-defense use. 

S. 3693 contemplates that a single State agency will be used for 
screening surplus property prior to its allocation and distribution to 
the using activities within the State. This is intended to centralize 
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the operating procedure in each State, reduce the number of inspectors 
or screeners needed, and cut down the time involved in moving sur- 
plus property from the disposal agencies. 

This bill will make possible the orderly disposal of surplus property 
to civil-defense organizations without affecting the quality or quantity 
available for transfer to other donees. 

At this point, I would like to insert a copy of the bills S. 1527, 
H. R. 7227, committee print of H. R. 7227 as amendments in the nature 
of a substitute, and S. 3693 in the record, together with a copy of staff 
memorandum No. 84-1-38 and copies of letters received from the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, Bureau of the Budget, General Serv- 
ices Administration, and Department of Defense. The subcommittee 
bill, S. 3693, is identical to the committee print on H. R. 7227 on which 
the agencies submitted comments and recommendations. These docu- 
ments contain some timely information which will clarify the legis- 
lative record and intent of the proposed legislation. 

(The bills referred to and staft memorandum No. 84-1-38 are as 
follows :) 

{S. 1527, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend further the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the disposal of surplus property for civil defense purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (1) of section 203 (j) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 
U. S. C. 484 (j)), is further amended to read as follows: 

“(1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is author- 
ized in his discretion to donate for educational purposes, public health purposes, 
including research, or for civil defense purposes in the States, the District of 
Columbia, and the Territories and possessions of the United States without cost 
(except for costs of care and handling) such equipment, materials, books, or 
other supplies under the control of any executive agency as shall have been deter- 
mined to be surplus property and which shall have been determined under para- 
graph (2), (8), or (4) of this subsection to be usable and necessary for educa- 
tional purposes, public health purposes, including research, or for civil defense 
purposes.” 

Sec. 2. The parenthetical expression appearing in paragraph (2) of section 
203 (j) of such Act, is amended to read as follows: “(except surplus property 
donated in conformity with paragraph (3) or (4) of this subsection).” 

Sec. 3. The final sentence of paragraph (3) of section 203 (j) of such Act 
is amended to read as follows: “If he shall determine that such property is not 
usable and necessary for such purposes, it may be disposed of in accordance with 
paragraph (2) or (4) of this subsection.” 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (j) of such Act is amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

“(4) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
donated in conformity with paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection) is usable 
and necessary for civil defense purposes shall be made by the Federal Civil De- 
fense Administrator, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs 
and utilization for transfer by the Administrator of General Services to civil 
defense organizations of the States, District of Columbia, Territories or posses- 
sions, politica] subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof, which are established 
by or pursuant to State law, except that in any State where another agency is 
designated by State law for such purpose such transfer shall be made to such 
other agency for such distribution within the State.” 

Sec. 5. Paragraph (2) of section 203 (k) of such Act is amended by— 

(a) deleting the comma following the words “armed forces” in subpara- 
graph (D) thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the word 
“or”; and 

(b) inserting, immediately after subparagraph (D) thereof, the following 
new subparagraph: 

“(E) the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, in the case of property 
transferred pursuant to this Act to civil defense organizations of the States, 
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political subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof which are established 
by or pursuant to State law.” 

Sec. 6. In carrying out the responsibilities of the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 
istrator under amendments made by this Act, the provisions of sections 201 (b), 
401 (c), 401 (e), and 405 of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 
shall apply. 


[H. R. 7227, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To amend further the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the disposal of surplus property for civil defense purposes, to 
provide that certain Federal surplus property be disposed of to State and local civil 
defense organizations which are established by or pursuant to State law, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (1) of section 203 (j) of the 
Federal property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, is fur- 
ther amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may prescribe, 
the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to denate for educational pur- 
poses, for civil defense purposes or public-health purposes, including research, 
in any State without cost (except for costs of care and handling) such equip- 
ment, materials, books, or other supplies whether or not capitalized in a working- 
capital or similar fund under the control of any executive agency as shall have 
been determined to be surplus property and which shall have been determined 
under paragraphs (2), (3), or the new paragraph (6) added by section 4 of 
this Act to this subsection to be usable and necessary for educational purposes, 
for civil defense purposes or public health purposes, including research. In 
determining whether or not property is to be donated under this subsection, no 
distinction shall be made between property capitalized in a working-capital 
fund established pursuant to section 405 of the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended, or any similar fund, and any other property.” 

Sec. 2. The parenthetical expression appearing in paragraph (2) of section 203 
(j) of said Act is amended to read as follows: “(except surplus property donated 
in conformity with paragraph (3) or the new paragraph (6) added by section 
4 of this Act to this subsection. )” 

Sec. 3. That paragraph (3) of section 203 (j) of said Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(3) In the case of surplus property under the control of the Department of 
Defense, the Secretary of Defense may determine whether such property is 
usable and necessary for educational activities that are of special interest to 
the armed services, such as maritime academies or military, naval, Air Force, 
o1 Coast Guard preparatory schools; or the Secretary of Defense may determine 
whether only such property as is peculiarly adaptable for civil defense (not to 
include common-use items) is usable and necessary for State and local civil- 
defense activities, established by or pursuant to State law, that are of special 
interest to the armed services. If such Secretary shall determine that such 
property is usable and necessary for such purposes, he shall allocate it for trans- 
fer by the Administrator to such educational or civil-defense activities. If he 
shall determine that such property is not usable and necessary for such purposes, 
it may be disposed of in accordance with paragraph (2) or the new paragraph 
(6) added by section 4 of this Act to this subsection.” 

Sec. 4. After the last paragraph of section 203 (j) of said Act, insert the fok 
lowing new paragraph: 

(6) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
donated in conformity with paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessary for civil-defense purposes shall be made by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs and utili- 
zation for transfer by the Administrator of General Services to civil-defense 
organizations of the States, political subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof 
which are established by or pursuant to State law, except that in any State where 
another agency is designated by State law for such purpose such transfer shall 
be made to said agency for such distribution within the State.” 

Sec. 5. Section 203 (k) of said Act is amended as follows: . 

(a) By deleting the comma and the words “is authorized and directed” in the 
last line of subparagraph (2) (D) and by inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon 
and the word “or”. 
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(b) By inserting the following new subparagraph after subparagraph (2) 

(D): 
“(E) the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, in the case of property 

transferred pursuant to this Act to civil-defense organizations of the States, 

political subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof which are established by 

or pursuant to State law 

is authorized and directed—”. 

Sec. 6. In carrying out the responsibilities of the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 
istrator under this Act, the provisions of sections 201 (b), 401 (c), 401 (e), and 
405 of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, shall apply. 

Passed the House of Representatives July 29, 1955. 

Attest: 

RAtpu R. Roserts, Clerk. 


{Committee Print, December 9, 1955] 
{H. R. 7227, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AMENDMENTS in the nature of a substitute, to amend further the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize 
the disposal of surplus property for civil defense purposes, to provide that 
certain Federal surplus property be disposed of to State and local civil defense 
organizations which are established by or pursuant to State law, and for 
other purposes, viz: Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 


That subsection 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C. 484 (j)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(j) (1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is 
authorized in his discretion to donate without cost (except for costs of care and 
handling) for use in any State for purposes of education, public health, or civil 
defense, or for research for any such purpose, any equipment, materials, books, 
or other supplies (including those capitalized in a working capital or similar 
fund) under the control of any executive agency which shall have been deter- 
mined to be surplus property and which shall have been determined under 
paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of this subsection to be usable and necessary for 
any such purpose. In determining whether property is to be donated under this 
subsection, no distinction shall be made between property capitalized in a 
working-capital fund established under section 405 of the National Security Act 
of 1947, as amended, or any similar fund, and any other property. No such 
property shall be transferred for use within any State except to the State 
agency designated under State law for the purpose of distributing, in con- 
formity with the provisions of this subsection, all property allocated under 
this subsection for use within such State. 

(2) In the case of surplus property under the control of the Department of 
Defense, the Secretary of Defense shall determine whether such property is 
usable and necessary for educational activities which are of special interest to 
the armed services, such as maritime academies or military, naval, Air Force, 
or Coast Guard preparatory schools. If such Secretary shall determine that such 
property is usable and necessary for such purposes, he shall allocate it for trans- 
fer by the Administrator to the appropriate State agency for distribution to such 
educational activities. If he shall determine that such property is not usable and 
necessary for such purposes, it may be disposed of in accordance with paragraph 
(3) or paragraph (4) of this subsection. 

“(3) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
allocated in conformity with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessury for purposes of education or public health, or for research for any 
such purpose, in any State shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs and utiliza- 
tion for transfer by the Administrator to such State agency for distribution to 
(A) tax-supported medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school 
systems, schools, colleges, and universities, and (B) other nonprofit medical 
institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, schools, colleges, and universities 
which are exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954. No such property shall be transferred to any State agency until 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has received, from such State 
agency, a certification that such property is usable and needed for educational 
or public health purposes in the State, and until the Secreary has determined 
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that such State agency has conformed to minimum standards of operation pre- 
scribed by the Secretary for the disposal of surplus property. 

“(4) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
allocated in conformity with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessary for civil defense purposes, including research, in any State shall be 
made by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, who shall allocate such prop- 
erty on the basis of need and utilization for transfer by the Administrator of 
General Services to such State agency for distribution to civil defense organiza- 
tions of such State, or political subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof, which 
are established pursuant to State law. No such property shall be transferred 
until the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has received from such State 
agency a certificate that such property is usable and needed for civil defense 
purposes in the State, and until the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has 
determined that such State agency has conformed to minimum standards of 
operation prescribed by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator for the disposal 
of surplus property. The provisions of sections 201 (b), 401 (c), 401 (e), and 
405 of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, shall apply to the per- 
formance by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator of his responsibilities 
under this section. 

“(5) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator may impose reasonable terms, conditions, reservations, 
and restrictions upon the use of any single item of personal property donated 
under paragraph (3) or paragraph (4), respectively, of this subsection which 
has an acquisition cost of $2,500 or more. 

“(6) The term ‘State’, as used in this subsection, includes the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Territories and possessions 
of the United States.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Clause (C) of paragraph (2) of subsection 203 (k) of such Act 
is amended by striking out the word “or” at the end thereof. 

(b) Clause (D) of paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by striking 
out the comma at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and 
the word “or”. 

(c) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by inserting, immediately 
after clause (D) thereof, as amended by this section, the following new clause: 

“(E) the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, in the case of property 
transferred pursuant to this Act to civil defense organizations of the States 
or political subdivisions or instrumentalities thereof which are established 
by or pursuant to State law,”. 

Sec. 3. Subsection 203 (n) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(n) For the purpose of carrying into effect the provisions of subsections (j) 
and (k), the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator, and the head of any Federal agency designated by either 
such officer, are authorized to enter into cooperative agreements with State sur- 
plus property distribution agencies designated in conformity with paragraph 
(1) of subsection (j). Such cooperative agreements may provide for utiliza- 
tion by such Federal agency, without payment or reimbursement, of the property, 
facilities, personnel, and services of the State agency in carrying out any such 
program, and for making available to such State agency, without payment or 
reimbursement, property, facilities, personnel, or services of such Federal agency 
in connection with such utilization.” 

Sec. 4. Subsection (h) of section 507 of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, as added by clause (3) of the joint 
resolution entitled “Joint resolution to provide for the acceptance and mainte- 
nance of Presidential libraries, and for other purposes”, approved August 12, 
1955 (69 Stat. 697), is redesignated as subsection (i) of such section. 

Sec. 5. (a) Except as provided by subsection (b), the amendments made by 
this Act shall become effective on the first day of the first month beginning after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) In the case of any State which on the date of enactment of this Act has 
not designated a single State agency for the purpose of distributing surplus 
property pursuant to subsection 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, transfers of such property may be 
made by the Administrator of General Services under such subsection, as 
amended by this Act, to any State agency or official authorized under State law 
to receive and distribute such property until ninety calendar days have passed 
after the close of the first regular session of the legislature of such State begin- 
ning after the date of enactmert of this Act. 
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Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the disposal of 
surplus property for civil defense purposes, and for other purposes.” 


[S. 3693, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend further the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the disposal of surplus property for civil defense purposes, to 
provide that certain Federal surplus property be disposed of to State and local civil 
defense organizations which are established by or pursuant to State law, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection 203 (j) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. 8S. C. 
484 (j)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(j) (1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is 
authorized in his discretion to donate without cost (except for costs of care 
and handling) for use in any state for purposes of education, public health, or 
civil defense, or for research for any such purpose, any equipment, materials, 
books, or other supplies (including those capitalized in a working capital or 
similar fund) under the control of any executive agency which shall have been 
determined to be surplus property and which shall have been determined under 
paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of this subsection to be usable and necessary for any 
such purpose. In determining whether property is to be donated under this 
subsection, no distinction shall be made between property capitalized in a 
working-capital fund established under section 405 of the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended, or any similar fund, and any other property. No such 
property shall be transferred for use within any State except to the State agency 
designated under State Law for the purpose of distributing, in conformity with 
the provisions of this subsection, all property allocated under this subsection for 
use within such State. 

““(2) In the case of surplus property under the control of the Department 
of Defense, the Secretary of Defense shall determine whether such property 
is usable and necessary for educational activities which are of special interest 
to the armed services, such as maritime academies or military, naval, Air Force, 
or Coast Guard preparatory schools. If such Secretary shall determine that 
such property is usable and necessary for such purposes, he shall allocate it 
for transier by the Administrator to the appropriate State agency for distribution 
to such educational activities. If he shall determine that such property is not 
usable and necessary for such purposes, it may be disposed of in accordance 
with paragraph (3) or paragraph (4) of this subsection. 

“(3) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
allocated in conformity with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessary for purposes of education or public health, or for research for any 
such purpose, in any State shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs and utilization 
for transfer by the Administrator to such State agency for distribution to (A) 
tax-supported medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school 
systems, schools, colleges, and universities, and (B) other nonprofit medical 
institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, schools, colleges, and. universities 
which are exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954. No such property shall be transferred to any State 
agency until the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has received, from 
such State agency, a certification that such property is usable and needed for 
educational or public health purposes in the State, and until the Secretary has 
determined that such State agency has conformed to minimum standards of 
operation prescribed by the Secretary for the disposal of surplus property. 

“(4) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
allocated in conformity with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessary for civil defense purposes, including research, in any State shall be 
made by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, who shall allocate such prop- 
erty on the basis of need and utilization for transfer by the Administrator of 
General Services to such State agency for distribution to civil defense organiza- 
tions of such State, or political subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof, which 
are established pursuant to State law. No such property shall be transferred 
until the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has received from such State 
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agency a certification that such property is usable and needed for civil defense 
purposes in the State, and until the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has deter- 
mined that such State agency has conformed to minimum standards of operation 
prescribed by the Federal Civil Defense Administator for the disposal of surplus 
property. The provisions of sections 201 (b), 401 (c), 401 (e), and 405 of the 
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, shall apply to the performance 
by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator of his responsibilities under this 
section. 

“(5) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator may impose reasonable terms, conditions, reservations, 
and restrictions upon the use of any single item of personal property donated 
under paragraph (3) or paragraph (4), respectively, of this subsection which 
has an acquisition cost of $2,500 or more. 

“(6) The term ‘State’, as used in this subsection, includes the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Territories and possessions of 
the United States.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Clause (C) of paragraph (2) of subsection 203 (k) of such Act is 
amended by striking out the word “or” at the end thereof. 

(b) Clause (D) of paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by striking 
out the comma at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and 
the word “or”. 

(ec) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by inserting, immediately 
after clause (D) thereof, as amended by this section, the following new clause: 

“(E) the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, in the case of property 
transferred pursuant to this Act to civil defense organizations of the States 
or political subdivisions or instrumentalities thereof which are established 
by or pursuant to State law,”. 

Sec. 3. Subsection 208 (n) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(n) For the purpose of carrying into effect the provisions of subsections (j) 
and (k), the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator, and the head of any Federal agency designated by either 
such officer are authorized to enter into cooperative agreements with State surplus 
property distribution agencies designated in conformity with paragraph (1) of 
subsection (j). Such cooperative agreements may provide for utilizition by 
such Federal agency, without payment or reimbursement, of the property, facil- 
ities, personnel, and’services of the State agency in carrying out any such pro- 
gram, and for making available to such State agency, without payment or reim- 
bursement, property, facilities, personnel, or services of such Federal agency 
in connection with such utilization.” 

Sec. 4. Subsection (h) of section 507 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended, as added by clause (3) of the joint 
resolution entitled “Joint resolution to provide for the acceptance and mainte- 
nance of Presidential libraries, and for other purposes,” approved August 12, 
1955 (69 Stat. 697), is redesignated as subsection (i) of such section. 

Sec. 5. (a) Except as provided by subsection (b), the amendments made by 
this Act shall become effective on the first day of the first month beginning after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) In the case of any State which on the date of enactment of this Act has 
not designated a single State agency for the purpose of distributing surplus prop- 
erty pursuant to subsection 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, transfers of such property may be made by the 
Administrator of General Services under such subsection, as amended by this 
Act, to any State agency or official authorized under State law to receive and 
distribute such property until ninety calendar days have passed after the close 
of the first regular session of the legislature of such State beginning after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS STAFF MEMORANDUM No. 84-1-38, 
Decemser 9, 1955 


Subject: H. R. 7227 and S. 1527 to further amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the donation 
of surplus property for civil-defense purposes. 


BACKGROUND 


H. R. 7227 passed the House of Representatives on July 29, 1955, and was 
referred to this committee during the closing days of the last session of Congress. 
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The bill provides for amending section 203 of the Federal Property and Adinin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, so as to authorize the donation of 
surplus personal property to civil-defense organizations of the States, political 
subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof which are established by or pursuant 
to State law. 

Another bill (S. 1527) was introduced in the Senate on March 22, 1955, by 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, at the request of the Civil Defense Administrator, 
and referred to this committee. This bill would authorize the Administrator of 
General Services to donate surplus property for civil-defense purposes when 
it is determined by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator that the property 
is usable and needed for such purpose. Under this bill civil defense would be 
added as an eligible donee after health and education, and it was contemplated 
that all three groups would qualify on an equitable basis for Government-owned 
surplus property. Although the objectives of the two bills are similar, they 
differ in the following respect : 

H. R. 7227 differs from 8. 1527 in two important respects: 

H. R. 7227 would place State and local civil-defense agencies in a favored 
position to receive donations of surplus property as compared to schools, colleges, 
hospitals, and clinics. Section 3 of the bill would authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to allocate surplus property peculiarly adaptable for civil-defense 
purposes to civil-defense organizations of special interest to the armed 
services. Such allocations would be made before the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare would have an opportunity to consider the property for possible 
donation to schools and hospitals, which means that donations for civil-defense 
purposes would have a priority over donations for health and education, 

Furthermore, section 4 of H. R. 7227 would afford a second opportunity for 
allocations to civil-defense agencies by authorizing the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator to make allocations of any property which might have been over- 
looked when the Secretary of Defense was making allocations or which might 
be in the custody of civilian agencies. Donations by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator would not be limited to items peculiarly adaptable to civil- 
defense needs, but would include many items likely to be allocated for health 
or educational purposes. 

These features of H. R. 7227 would require (1) a return to a system of priori- 
ties in which one group of claimants is favored over others and would produce 
the same unsatisfactory results which caused a general repeal of statutes on 
disposal of surplus property in 1949; (2) it would be impossible to fix responsi- 
bility for proper administration and control of the donation program if both the 
Secretary of Defense and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator are author- 
ized to make allocations to civil-defense organizations; and (3) it is doubtful 
wehther civil-defense agencies requesting property primarily for stockpiling 
purposes should, in every instance, have a priority over the current consumption 
requirements of schools, hospitals, and health centers. It is doubtful whether 
the language in section 3 of the bill limiting donations by the Secretary of 
Defense to items “peculiarly adaptable for civil defense’”’ will solve these prob- 
lems. In fact most of the items listed as examples in the House report on 
H. R. 7227 could also be utilized by health or educational activities, indicating 
an immediate conflict of interests, 

H. R. 7227 contains language providing that surplus property carried in work- 
ing capital funds is to be considered donable for civil defense as well as educa- 
tion and public health purposes on the same basis as other surplus property. This 
reflects clarification provisions approved by the committee, subsequent to the 
introduction of S. 1527, which resulted in the enactment of Public Law 61, ap- 
proved June 3, 1955. 

The recent amendment to the Property Act, Public Law 61, contains other 
provisions to which there are no references in H. R, 7227 or S. 1527. These 
include (1) a requirement that State agencies certify that property is needed 
for authorized purposes before donations are made; (2) removal of restrictions 
in the use of donated items costing $2,500 or less; (3) authority for cooperative 
agreements between the Federal Government and State agencies responsible 
for obtaining and distributing surplus property; and (4) requirements for 
quarterly reports to the Congress showing acquisition cost and distribution of 
donated property among the States. Approval of H. R. 7227 or 8. 1527 in their 
present form would result in the continued application of these policies, pro- 
cedures, and controls to donations for education or health, but not to civil defense. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS ON 8, 1527 


General Services Administration 


The Assistant Administrator of General Services reported to the committee by 
letter dated July 21, 1955, that the agency is sympathetic to the overall objec- 
tives of S. 1527, with the following reservations: 

“A number of proposals have been made from time to time for extending the 
authorization for the donation of surplus property so as to be papplicable to 
various special actiivties or organizations of a public nature. Although the 
objectives of these entities are generally praiseworthy, GSA has opposed the 
extension on such a piecemeal basis. The addition at random of diverse new 
classes of donees would result in confusion and in increased burdens and ex- 
pense in administration, and would seriously delay and impede the overall pro- 
gram for the disposal of Government surplus property.” 

The Assistant Administrator suggested that certain amendments and changes 
be considered by the committee before S. 1527 was enacted into law. Alihough, 
for the the most part, the amendments were of a clarifying nature, several 
important changes were proposed to make this bill conform with the major 
changes contained in Public Law 61, which the committee had already considered 
and reported during the last session of the Congress. 

The other chunges suggested by the GSA follow . 

“The text of S. 1527 should, of course, be revised to take into account the 
amendments made by Public Law 61 to section 208 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, 

“We recommend the inclusion in 8. 1527 of a provision similar to that in sec- 
tion 2 of Public Law 61 but applicable to the Federal Ctvil Defense Administrator 
and donations which would be made for civil-defense purposes. If enforcement 
of restrictions and compliance efforts by the Federal Government are to be lim- 
ited to single items of $2,500 acquisition cost or over on donations for education 
and public health, a like limitation should be established with respect to dona- 
tions for civil defense. 

“Since there would seem to be no justification for a compliance rule for civil- 
defense donations different from that for educational and public health donations, 


a sentence could appropriately be added to the new paragraph (4), to be inserted 
by section 4 of 8, 1527 at the end of section 208 (j) of the act, reading as follows: 

“‘The Federal Civil Defense Administrator may impose reasonable terms, 
conditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the use of any single item of 
property donated under this paragraph which has an acquisition cost of $2,500 


,” 


or more. 


Bureau of the Budget 

On August 1, 1955, the Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget reported 
on §. 1527, in part, as follows: 

“Although we have been generally opposed to the expansion of the donation 
program, we believed the proposal to permit donations for civil-defense purposes 
deserved special consideratiun. On February 23, 1955, we informed the Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator that there would be no objection to the submission 
of a draft bill similar to S. 1527, provided that the appropriate committees of 
the Congress were informed regarding the administrative problems involved. 

“The need for effective civil defense is clear but we are still not certain that 
donations of surplus personal property should be permitted for State civil- 
defense programs. We recommend that the proposal be approached with caution 
by your committee because we believe the administrative problems are serious. 
It is specially important to avoid any necessity for a system of priorities for 
allocating surplus property among competing claimants, because such a system 
delays and complicates the entire program for disposing of Federal surpluses, 
We believe it equally important to avoid any arrangements which would make 
one or more Federal agencies responsible for allocating surplus property which 
is requested by more than one claimant within a State. 

“In addition to these basic considerations, there are several technical points 
relating to the language in the bill. Most of these are discussed in reports on 
S. 1527 submitted to your committee by other agenci2s of the executive branch. 
In addition, as you no doubt have considered, it will be necessary to redraft 
the bill to a considerable extent in the light of Public Law 61 which was enacted 
after the bill was introduced.” 





10 SURPLUS PROPERTY DONATIONS 


Department of Defense 

The Department of Defense submitted the following comments to the com- 
mittee with respect to S. 1527: 

“If the proposed legislation should be enacted, it would appear necessary that 
a provision should be inserted providing that the Administrator of the General 
Services shall determine the relative priorities between the Department of Health 
and Welfare, and Federal Civil Defense Administration, and all other claimant 
agencies. Further, it would appear desirable that the Administrator issue regu- 
lations requiring the various claimants to identify and justify their requirements 
for such surplus by general classes. This would lessen the burden of screening 
such property on a local area basis. 

“Except to the extent of the above comments, the Department of Defense does 
not believe it is qualified to express an opinion on the basic matter of whether 
or not the existing policy as to donations of surplus property should be modified 
by enlarging the class of donees.” 


AGENCY COMMENTS ON H. R. 7227 


Department of Defense 

After H. R. 7227 passed the House of Representatives on July 29, 1955, the 
Department of Defense reported to this committee, by letter dated August 1, 
that it was opposed to the procedure which would be established by section 3 
of the bill, commenting as follows: 

“Section 3 would impose a responsibility upon the Secretary of Defense to 
make determinations with respect to the usability and need by civil-defense 
organizations of surplus property under the control of the Department of De- 
fense. In addition, this section would require the Secretary, in making such 
determinations, to also determine whether the property is ‘peculiarly adaptable’ 
to civil-defense activities and to exclude ‘common-use items.’ 

“It is believed that the imposition of such a responsibility upon the Secretary 
of Defense would not only be undesirable, since it would be administratively 
costly, but that such a procedure is completely unnecessary. According to 
Houre R»port No. 1455, apparently section 3 was adopted to permit the transfer 
of property directly to State and local civil-defense activities and thereby avert 
service charges added by State disposal agencies. Thus, it would appear that 
one purpose of the section would be to shift any cost normally borne by the 
recinients to the Department of Defense. 

“The Department of Defense believes that the primary purpose of H. R. 7227, 
and the many similar bills which have been introduced, is to make available 
for donation to civil-defense activities, Federal surplus property which is not 
so available under existing law. Section 4 of H. R. 7227, which adds a new 
subsection 6 to section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act would accomplish this and would do so by simply making applicable 
existing sound and well-established procedures for the disposal of surplus prop- 
erty. Accordingly, the Department of Defense sees no need for the provisions 
of section 3 and is opposed thereto.” 

The Department of Defense enclosed a copy of its letter, dated July 27, to the 
chairmen of the House Committee on Government Operations, from which the 
following comments are quoted, relative to the advisability of enlarging the num- 
ber and kind of donees for surplus property : 

“An increase in priority and preference provisions of the present law will 
serve to defeat the basic policies and principles sought to be accomplished by the 
legislation as initially enacted. Furthermore, with the advent of stock funds 
authorized by section 405, National Security Act, as amended, the type and 
character of surplus property held in these funds is of such substantial quality 
that their donation to an increased number of beneficiaries will serve to deprive 
the Government of substantial proceeds from salable property. 

“A number of similar bills have been introduced which would enlarge the 
number and kinds of possible donees, and which would, if enacted, further 
increase the need for a central authority, such as the General Services Adminis- 
tration, to determine relative priorities of the various agencies applying for 
donaticns, 

“If the proposed legislation should be enacted it would appear necessary that 
a provision should be inserted providing that the Administrator of the General 
Services shall determine the relative priorities between the Department of 
Health and Welfare, and Federal Civil Defense Administration, and all other 
claimant agencies. Further, it would appear desirable that the Administrator 
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issue regulations requiring the various claimants to identify and justify their 
requirements for such surplus by general classes. This would lessen the burden 
of screening such property on a local area basis.” 


Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 


By letter dated August 1, 1955, the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare reported on H. R. 7227, as follows: 

“As you will note, the Department’s report endorsed basically the proposal 
to make Federal surplus property available for donation for civil-defense pur- 
poses, as proposed in an earlier bill, H. R. 4660 (similar to 8. 1527), subject to 
technical amendments. However, the Department believed that section 3 of H. R. 
7227—which would give an overriding priority for civil-defense purposes to 
surplus personal property under the control of the Department of Defense— 
raised serious questions, both substantive and administrative in nature, and 
should therefore be deleted from the bill, The Department also enclosed a num- 
ber of suggestions for technical changes in the bill intended to correct technical 
defects. 

“While H. R. 7227, as passed by the House, would limit the overriding priority 
created by section 3 for civil-defense purposes to ‘such property as is peculiarly 
adaptable for civil defense (not to include “common use” items),’ the reasons 
stated in the Department’s report in opposition to section 3 would still seem to 
apply te the extent that a priority would be created by the bill. Also, the tech- 
nieal defects pointed out in the enclosures with our report to the House Com- 
mittee on Government Operations have not been corrected in the House-passed 
version. 

“We note that the report of the House Committee on Government Operations 
(H. R. Rept. 1455, p. 8) quotes only that part of the Department's report favor- 
able to the concept of donation of surplus personal property for civil-defense 
purposes and does not invite attention to the objections raised to section 3 of the 
bill. These is nothing to indicate that the House was apprised of the position 
of this Department when voting on the bill. 

“In view of all these circumstances and the impossibility of the Department’s 
making a timely report on the bill as passed by the House, the committee may 
wish to defer consideration of the bill until an opportunity has been afforded 
to all interested departments and agencies, the State agencies now utilized in 
the surplus property donation program, and the general public to submit their 
views on the House-passed bill.” 


Bureau of the Budget 


The Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget wrote to the chairman of this 
committee under date of August 1, 1955, frony which the following is quoted: 

“H. R. 7227 would place State and local civil-defense agencies in a favored 
position to receive donations compared to schools, hospitals, ete. Section 3 of 
the bill would authorize the Secretary of Defense to allocate surplus property 
peculiarly adaptable for civil-defense purposes to civil-defense organizations of 
special interest in the armed services. Such allocations would be made before 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare would have an opportunity to 
consider the property for possible donation to schools, hospitals, etc., which 
means that donations for civil-defense purposes would have priority over dona- 
tions for health and education purposes. 

“Furthermore, section 4 of H. R. 7227 would afford a second opportunity for 
allocations to civil-defense agencies by authorizing the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator to make allocations of any property which might have been over 
looked when the Secretary of Defense was making allocations or which might be 
in the custody of civilian agencies. Donations by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator would not be limited to items peculiarly adaptable to civil-defense 
needs but would include many items likely to be allocated also for health or edu- 
cational purposes. 

“We are opposed to these features of H. R. 7227 because (1) as indicated in 
our report on 8. 1527, we believe a large scale return to a system of priorities 
in which one group of claimants is favored over others will produce the same 
unsatisfactory results which in 1949 caused a general repeal of statutes on dis- 
posal of surplus property; (2) it would be impossible to fix responsibility for 
proper administration and control of the donation program if both the Secretary 
of Defense and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator are authorized to make 
allocations to civil-defense organizations; and (3) we question whether civil- 
defense agencies requesting property primarily for stockpiling purposes should, 
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in every instance, have a priority over the current consumption requirements of 
schools, hospitals, ete. We doubt that the language in section 3 of the bill 
limiting donations by the Secretary of Defense to items ‘peculiarly adaptable 
for civil defense’ will solve these problems. 

“H. R. 7227 further contains language providing that surplus property carried 
in working capital funds is to be considered donable for civil defense as well as 
education and public-health purposes on the same basis as other surplus prop- 
erty. This reflects one of the changes brought about subsequent to the introduc- 
tion of 8S. 1527 by enactment of Public Law 61 on June 3, 1955. If the Congress 
decides to authorize donations for civil-defense purposes, we agree that the pro- 
vision in Public Law 61 relating to working capital funds should apply to civil 
defense as well as to other donations.” 


SUGGESTED AMENDMENT TO H. R. 7227 


At the direction of the chairman, the staff has made a study of the bills 
intended to authorize the donation of surplus property for civil-defense use, 
together with the legislative history of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, and drafted an amendment, in the nature of a substitute 
to H. R. 7227 based on the recommendations of the agencies as above outlined, 
for committee consideration. A copy of the proposed amendment is attached. 
It is believed that the proposed amendment will be acceptable to the Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator and to other interested agencies and organizations. 
The proposed amendment will correet the defects in H. R. 7227 and conform 
to recommendations of the agencies as quoted above, and will enable civil-defense 
agencies to qualify as donees for Government-owner surplus property without 
impairing the well-established donable property program for health and education. 

Representatives of the legislative counsel of the Senate, the General Services 
Administration, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; Bureau of the 
Budget, General Accounting Office, Department of Defense, and the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration were consulted, and actively assisted the staff in 
drafting the proposed amendment. Although the heads of these departments 
and agencies have not officially approved the proposed amendment, their repre- 
sentatives have worked so closely with the staff that it is believed they are 
substantially in accord with its overal) principles and objectives. 

The drafting committee believes that this proposal will overcome the objec- 
tions raised against the House-approved bill, and should the committee approve 
this proposal, it will enable the State and local civil-defense organizations to 
qualify as coequal donees for Federal surplus property without creating a 
parallel organization on the State level, and will minimize competition between 
donees for the same type of property. 


- PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT 


The purpose of the draft amendment is to amend section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize 
the donation of Government-owned surplus personal property to civil-defense 
organizations of the States and political subdivisions thereof which have been 
established by, or pursuant to State law. Under the provisions of the proposed 
amendment, civil defense will be afforded comparable consideration as a donee 
for surplus property as is presently given to health and education, and will 
insure that the State agencies and the facilities of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare will be utilized to the fullest extent possible under 
existing laws and regulations. 

This proposal does not contemplate the establishment of priorities for educa- 
tion, health, or civil-defense purposes, but is intended to authorize the donation 
of property which is surplus to the needs of the Federal Government to all three 
groups on an equitable basis and in accordance with the determinations made by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, or the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator as to need and usability of the property. The requirement that 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare make the determination as to 
which property is usable and needed for health and education, and that the Fed- 
eral Civil Defense Administrator shall determine which property is usable and 
needed for civil defense will facilitate and insure equitable distribution of Gov- 
ernment surplus. This requirement will make possible better coordination of 
the donable property program and enable the Administrator of General Services 
to transfer surplus property to the appropriate State agencies for distribution. 
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Another objective of this proposal is to require a single State agency to locate, 
screen, and maintain liaison with the holding department or agency, rather than 
authorize two groups to screen and inspect surplus under the custody and control 
of the holding or owning agency. This will minimize confusion and reduce the 
number of inspectors requesting permission to survey property located on posts 
and stations of the National Military Establishment, as well as reduce the time 
for removal of the property from the disposal agency’s premises. Another advan- 
tage which will accrue, if the amendment is acceptable to and approved by the 
committee, is that surplus property which is needed for civil-defense use will be 
allocated to the civil-defense director or official charged with such responsibility 
in each State so that he can allocate it to the city, town, township, or other local 
political subdivision in the State. This requirement was placed in the bill to 
establish direct lines of communication from the Federal Government to the 
State level in order to establish better administration on the Federal-State rela- 
tionship for civil-defense matters, in the same manner as are such relations car- 
ried out for health and education. Another advantage of this proposed arrange- 
ment is to reduce the number of State instrumentalities with which Federal 
representatives would have to deal, thereby making the problem of disposal less 
cumbersome, and at the same time facilitate accountability and responsibility 
over property allocated by the Federal Government. 

Provision is also made to retain all of the restrictions and limitations contained 
in the recent amendments to the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, Public Law No. 61, approved June 3, 1955, which provided that sur- 
plus property carried on the books of the holding or owning agency in a working 
capital or fund account shall be donated in the same manner as property pro- 
cured under a specific appropriation, with an annual limitation for obligation 
purposes. 

Such donations are conditioned upon the receipt of official certification from 
an appropriate State agency or official that such property is usable and needed 
for educationdl or public-health purposes in the State. It provides that no 
property shall be transferred under the authorized donation program until the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has determined that such agency or 
official has conformed to minimum standards of operation, prescribed by the Sec- 
retary for the disposal of surplus property, in order to insure full utilization of 
property donated. 

The amendment would authorize the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator to impose reasonable terms, 
conditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the use of any single items of sur- 
plus personal property donated for health, educational, or civil-defense purposes 
which has an acquisition cost of $2,500 or more. Under the provisions of the 
proposed amendment it is contemplated that the same general rules and regula- 
tions shall be applied to all three types of donees. The staff is informed that it 
is possible the Civil Defense Administration may suggest an amendment to this 
requirement in order to place restrictions on certain types of property costing 
less than the $2,500 minimum, as presently required by law for health and 
education. 

Section 2 provides for amending section 203 (k) to give the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator comparable authority for enforcing compliance of terms 
and conditions on property donations in the same manner as the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare is authorized to enforce restrictions on property 
donated for health or educational purposes. This is a conforming amendment, 
and is identical to section 5 of H. R. 7227 which was approved by the House of 
Representatives. 

The proposed amendment would authorize the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
trator to enter into cooperative agreements with State surplus property distribu- 
tion agencies in the same manner as such authority was conferred on the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare by Public Law 61, 84th Congress. Such 
cooperative agreements may provide for utilization by such Federal agency, 
without payment or reimbursement, of the property, facilities, personnel, and 
services of the State agency in carrying out any such program, and for making 
available to such State agency, without payment or reimbursement, property, 
facilities, personnel, or services of such Federal agency in connection with such 
utilization, 

Section 4 is a technical amendment to change the numbering of subsection (h) 
to subsection (i) of section 507 of the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949, as amended by “Joint resolution to provide for the acceptance 
sae of Presidential libraries, approved as Public Law 373 on August 
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Section 5 provides that the effective date of the act shall be on the first day 
of the first month after the date of enactment, except that in any State where 
a single State agency has not then been constituted for distribution of surplus 
property for all purposes, the Administrator of General Services may transfer 
such property to any State agency or official authorized by State law to receive 
and distribute such property until 90 calendar days after the close of the first 
regular session of such State legislature. This section is intended to provide an 
interim arrangement for the benefit of those States which have not enacted appro- 
priate civil-defense legislation on or before the enactment of this proposal, 


STAFF RECOMMENDATION 


Some of the affected agencies were not given an opportunity to testify before 
the House Committee on Government Operations when H. R. 7227 was under 
consideration, and the house report (H. Rept. 1455) includes only those portions 
of the agency reports which support the bill. The agencies affected by this legis- 
lation have recommended that H. R. 7227 be amended or substantially changed 
to conform to the policies contained in Public Law 61, approved June 3, 1955, to 
avoid conflicts of administration, and to improve the overall objectives of the 
donable property program, which makes it necessary for this committee to con- 
sider amendments proposed by these agencies, and to conform to the views of 
members of this committee as expressed at earlier hearings on related proposals. 

Due to the fact that the amendments would be numerous and extensive, if 
H. R. 7227 is to be amended in all respects as proposed, and representatives of 
these agencies have assisted in developing the revised language and informally 
approved its provisions, it is recommended that the committee consider the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute (committee print, December 9, 1955, attached). 
The agencies interested in this proposed legislation have been requested to submit 
their further views on the committee print. 


Gtexn K. SHRIvER, 
Professional Staff Member. 


Approved : 
WALTER L, REYNOLDS, 
Staff Director. 
APPENDIX A 


HooveR COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government 
made the following recommendation and comment in its report on surplus prop- 
erty, with respect to broadening the donable property program: 


PROPOSALS TO BROADEN THE DONATION PROGRAM 


“The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has proposed that the 
donation program for public-health purposes be broadened to include nursing 
homes, sanitation systems, scientific laboratories, treatment centers for physi- 
cally handicapped, and malaria-control institutions, 

“The American Municipal Association appealed to the task force to include in 
its recommendations a change in the law to make local governments eligible 
for donations of Federal surplus personal property. The mayor of the city of 
New York wrote to the task force chairman in a similar vain. 

“The Federal Civil Defense Administration has advocated legislation which 
would permit donation of Federal surplus personal property for civil-defense 
purposes to States and local governments, and to Territories and possessions, 
without cost except for costs of care, handling, and transportation. 

“Other proposals have been embodied in legislation from time to time to inelude 
such donees as 4-H clubs, volunteer fire departments, and rescue squads. 

“While some proposed extensions of the donable program seem irrelevant or 
trivial, others have considerable merit. However, the Commission observes 
that the inclusion of other donees, such as cities and counties, would pose com- 
plex problems of determining priorities. Also the donations for civil-defense 
purposes, proposed to be allocated by the Federal Civil Defense Administration, 
would establish another Federal agency as a rival to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare in allocating surplus property to State and local 
agencies.” 
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Recommendation No. 9 

“That the Congress reexamine the provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, relating to the donation of 
Federal surplus property, and clarify congressional intent to transfer such 
property without cost to State educational and public-health institutions, not- 
withstanding Department of Defense requirements for reimbursement of stock 
funds for transfers of property from such funds” (p. 45). 

The task force on the use and disposal of Federal surplus property made the 
following recommendations for improvement of the donable property program: 

“1. That the law and administrative regulations be changed to require the 
State educational and public-health institutions, or the State surplus property 
agencies acting as the agents of such institutions, to pay for all Federal surplus 
personal property a fair value as established by the Administrator of General 
Services with the approval of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, in 
addition to the cost of care, handling, and transportation now borne by the 
institutions. It is further recommended that such fair-value charges be ac- 
counted for, and deducted from, the annual appropriations to the States as 
Federal grants-in-aid for education and public health. An exception should be 
made to provide that Federal surplus personal property having national-defense 
value, such as machine tools and electronic equipment, be leased to State educa- 
tional and public-health institutions, with the right of recapture in case of 
national emergency. 

“2. That upon payment of such fair value and other costs, the title to the 
property transferred, except leased property, be immediately vested in the 
recipient institution, in lieu of the present policy whereby 4 years’ use is required 
before unrestricted title is given. 

“3. That the Congress define more clearly and at greater length in the law 
the commodity classes of Federal surplus personal property which can be trans- 
ferred and used for educational and public-health purposes. 

“4. That the law be changed to eliminate, for donations already made and 
during the tenure of the current program, the present authority of the Admin- 
istrator of General Services to veto, within 30 days after notice, proposed actions 
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in connection with its 
compliance and adjustment responsibilities; and that the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare be given full responsibility for enforcing compliance 
and for arranging necessary transfers or adjustments in terms. 

“5. That the Congress continue to confine the program to State educational 
and public-health institutions and to educational organizations of special inter- 
est to the Department of Defense” (pp. 110-111). 


(Copies of letters received from the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare; Federal Civil Defense Administration; General 
Services Administration; Bureau of the Budget; and Department of 
Defense are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington 25, February 21, 1956. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLecran, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Onerations, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of December 9, 1955, 
requesting an expression of our views on a committee print of the same date 
covering amendments (in the nature of a substitute) intended to be proposed 
to H. R. 7227 which has passed the House and which would authorize the dona- 
tion of surplus personal property for civil defense purposes. We assume that 
a report on S. 1527, a bill with the same objective, which is also pending hefore 
your cotmmittee, is no longer desired in view of the fact that 8. 1527 does not 
take account of the recent amendments effected by Public Law 61 (84th Cong.) 
and in view of the legislative developments on H. R. 7227. 

The mimeocraphed staff memorandum of December 9, 1955 (No. 84-1-38), 
which you were good enough to enclose with the committee print, so well ana- 
lyzes the provisions of the committee print (as compared with those of H. R. 
7227 as passed by the House), and also quotes so fully from the reports of inter- 
ested agencies (including a letter from the General Counsel of this Department) 
on the House-passed version of the bill, that we shall refer to particular pro- 
visions only insofar as necessary to a statement of our views. 
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1. We favor the basic objective of the proposed legislation to make Federal 
surplus personal property available for donation for civil defense purposes to 
the civil defense organizations of the States and their political subdivisions and 
instrumentalities. While we have in the past questioned the extension of the 
surplus property donation provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act (sec. 203 (j)) on a piecemeal basis, we believe that the overriding 
national interest in the civil defense program warrants a special exception in 
this instance. 

2. As pointed out by your committee’s staff memorandum, the committee print 
would remove serious objections which have been raised by the various interested 
executive agencies and by the Bureau of the Budget in relation to the House- 
passed version of H. R. 7227. 

The House-passed version would, in the first place, in the case of property 
under the control of the Defense Department (which constitutes the bulk of 
surplus personal property), create a prior ciaim for donations to “State and 
local civil-defense agencies * * * of special interest to the armed services,” as 
against donations for purposes of health or education, where the property is 
“peculiarly adaptable for «ivil defense (not to include common-use items).” It 
would vest in the Secretary of Defense responsibility for making allocations to 
carry out this priority. To the extent that this priority is not used or is not 
available, the FCDA would then be given a further opportunity to make alloca- 
tions of surplus personal property for civil-defense purposes, and this would not 
be limited to items “peculiarly adaptable for civil defense.” 

We doubt that it would be practicable or wise to draw a distinction between 
civil-defense activities “of special interest to the armed services” and other 
civil-defense activities carried on by State and local civil-defense organizations. 
At any rate, as stated in the Budget Bureau’s report of August 1, 1955, to your 
committee, “it would be impossible to fix responsibility for proper administra- 
tion and control of the donation program if both the Secretary of Defense and 
the Federal Civil Defense Administrator are authorized to make allocations to 
civil-defense organizations.” The Defense Department, in its report of August 1, 
1955, to your committee, expressed the view that the imposition of such a 
responsibility upon the Secretary of Defense would be both undesirable and 
unnecessary. 

Again, apart from the ambiguity of the priority category as delineated in 
the House-passed bill and from the anomaly of a second screening for civil- 
defense purposes where the priority is not used, the experience under earlier 
laws creating special priorities and preferences for surplus property disposal 
indicates that a priority provision of this type would give rise to formidable 
delays, difficulties, and perhaps disputes in actual administration. Aside from 
these administrative problems, it is questionable whether any rule of thumb 
giving priority to donations of surplus property for civil-defense purposes over 
those for health or education would in all circumstances best serve the national 
interest, especially where the civil defense use would be primarily storage for 
emergencies and the health or education use would be immediate and might also 
serve the ends of civil defense. 

We, therefore, believe that the committee print offers a wise solution in 
placing donations for civil-defense purposes on a basis of statutory parity with 
those for health and education, relying upon flexibility in actual administration 
to achieve, by and large, an equitable distribution of such property between the 
various interests concerned, to the extent that there might be competing claims 
upon the same property. It is pertinent in this connection that the FDCA 
iself, in submitting the proposal to the Congress, did not ask for more and in 
fact stated that it expected that such competing claims would normally “be 
reconciled at State and local levels.” 

3. The committee print would require that all property to be donated under 
section 208 (j) of the act as amended by the bill, whether for health or education, 
for civil defense purposes, or for educational activities of special interest to 
the armed services, and allocated to any State, be transferred to an overall 
surplus property distribution agency designated under State law in the State in 
which the property is to be ultimately used (instead of permitting such property 
te be transferred directly by the Federal agency to the donee or to a State surplus 
property distribution agency not authorized to distribute property for all the 
purposes of sec. 203 (j)). This provision of the committee print—which 
would take effect only after a transitional period adequate to enable all States 
to make themselves eligible to receive such property—would introduce a felicitous 
device into the act which, together with interagency arrangements contemplated 
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by the FCDA and this Department, should reduce to a minimum any possible 
conflict between these two agencies. 

In discussions between staffs of the two agencies, as yet not formalized, an 
understanding has been reached that, in the event of enactment of this bill, the 
FCDA would delegate to this Department, under the authority of the bill and the 
Federal Civil Defense Act, the operating functions under the civil defense surplus 
property donation program ; that is, the functions of screening (with the assist- 
ance of State surplus property distribution agencies) the surplus property 
available, making allocations to State distribution agencies, and carrying out 
the other Federal operating functions involved in the program. The FCDA 
would advise this Department of the kinds of property usable and needed for 
civil defense purposes, would establish minimum standards of operation for 
State agencies in agreement with this Department, and would establish terms, 
standards, and conditions as to the care and use of property by the ultimate donee 
similar to those established for civil defense property contributed under the 
Federal Civil Defense Act, to the extent that this will be permitted by the bill 
as finally enacted. 

This Department in turn expects, in the usual case, not to specify at the time 
of allocation to the State distribution agency whether the property is to be 
donated ultimately for health or education on the one hand or civil defense on 
the other, but such State agencies will be expected to consult with appropriate 
civil defense agencies within the State to ascertain their needs. 

In this connection, it seems appropriate to note that there are 51 State and 
Territorial agencies for surplus property to which property is allocated and 
transferred for distribution to the eligible health and educational institutions 
within the States. Most of these State agencies operate warehouses for the pur- 
pose, and have trained personnel and proper equipment to carry on the program of 
acquiring and distributing donable property. Also, most of the State agencies 
employ full-time screeners who make periodic visits to the various Federal in- 
stallations within the State to list the surplus property that is available and 
considered by them to be usable for health and educational purposes. Conse- 
quently, the organizations currently in existence at both Federal and State levels 
in carrying out the program of donation of personal property for health and 
educational purposes would be particularly suited for, and adapted to, also 
carrying out the proposed program of donation for civil defense purposes, although 
in some few States some action in the form of enabling legislation or amendment 
to the executive orders of the governors of the various States might be required 
to broadenthe existing authority of the State agencies to include authority to 
act in respect to such civil defense functions, 

Thus, utilization of the facilities of this Department by the FCDA on a 
reimbursable basis through delegation of the operating functions under the civil 
defense surplus property donation program, would give promise of achieving 
effective coordination of the prosent health and education donation program 
and the proposed new program, preventing unnecessary friction, and promoting 
economy by avoiding duplication of personnel and services. 

Whether the Defense Department, in carrying out its present responsibility 
for making allocations of surplus personal property for donation to educational 
activities of special interest to the armed services, should likewise be required 
to utilize the same State surplus property distribution agency, as proposed by the 
committee print, instead of providing for direct transfer from the Federal agency 
to the ultimate donee in accordance with present practice, is a question on which 
we would defer to the views of the Defense Department. 

4. In carying out the principle of statutory parity as between the health and 
education donation program and the civil defense donation program, the com- 
mittee print has made applicable to the civil defense program all of the special 
provisions enacted with respect to health and education by Public Law 61 (84th 
Cong.) including the provision which permits the fixing of reasonable terms, con- 
ditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the use of donated property in the 
hands of the donee only in the case of any single item whose acquisition cost is 
$2,500 or more, 

We understand that this dollar limit would create even greater problems in 
the civil-defense program than in the health and education program, because 
property donated for civil-defense purposes in many cases will be given primarily 
for storage for emergency use, and because the proper care and preservation of 
this property for such use is thus a matter of direct national concern. If, thus, 
there are cogent reasons for special provisions in this respect in the case of 
property donated for civil-defense purposes, we assume that considerations of 
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statutory symmetry as between the two programs will not deter the committee 
from making the necessary modification in the committee print. 
5. The committee print also corrects certain technical drafting defects in 
the House-passed version. 
” + 


* s * . * 

We, therefore, believe that the committee print overcomes all of the object- 
tions made to the House-passed version of H. R. 7227, and we recommend that 
the provisions of the committee print be substituted for those now in the bill. 
We would, however, not object to such modifications of the committee print as 
the committee may find suitable with respect to the dollar limit on the estab- 
lishment of terms and conditions governing the use of donated property in the 
civil-defense donation program, and with respect to the requirement of utiliza- 
tion of State agencies by the Defense Department in the case of donations to 
educational activities of special interest to the armed services. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roswet_ B. PERKINs, 
Acting Secretary. 


FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Battle Creek, Mich., February 28, 1956. 
Hon. Joun L. McCiertan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. OC. 


Dear Mr. CHaIRMAN: This is in reply to your request of December 9, 1955, 
for comments on the committee print covering amendments (in the nature of a 
substitute) proposed to the bill H. R. 7227, as amended, to authorize the dis- 
posal of surplus property for civil defense purposes. 

The amendments in the nature of a substitute have been carefully examined 
by the staff of this administration. The admendments appear to be a carefully 
considered and well-reasoned effort to codify and restate the present provisions 
of the statutes authorizing the donation of Federal surplus personal property 
and the addition of donable property authority for civil-defense purposes to the 
statute. 

We note that section 2 provides for amending section 203 (k) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to give the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator identical authority for enforcing compli- 
ance with the terms and conditions of property donations in the same manner 
as the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare with respect to donations 
for education or public-health purposes. While we recognize the desirability 
of maintaining identical enforcement provisions, the committee may wish to 
consider whether the same reason exists for a $2,500 minimum enforcement pro- 
vision for civil-defense equipment, to be utilized as reserve stocks or for civil- 
defense training purposes, is the same reason as the one which prompted the 
$2,500 minimum for property donated under the authority conferred upon the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. This administration has no 
objection to the States being permitted the discretion of disposing of the equip- 
ment, on such minimum standard as the Congress deems appropriate or estab- 
lished by regulations by the Administrator. However, this administration would 
suggest and decommend that where the State, political subdivision, or instru- 
mentality disposes of equipment donated under the proposed authority, the 
requirement be placed upon such State, or political subdivision, or instrumental- 
ity making the disposal that the proceeds be held to the use and benefit of the 
civil-defense program, or such other program as approved by the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator, and expenditures of the proceeds made only upon receipt 
of approval by the Administrator. 

The provisions of the proposed substitute are acceptable to this administra- 
tion, and we urge the committee’s early consideration and favorable action on 
the measure. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
VaL PETERSON. 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 20, 1956. 


Re H. R. 7227, Surplus Donations for Civil Defense. 


Hon. Joun L. McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. OC. 


Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: Your December 9 letter requests our views on 
proposed changes in H. R. 7227, 84th Congress, as passed by the House of 
Representatives. These changes are set forth in the December 9 committee print, 
attached to your letter. 

The Senate committee print is intended to be proposed as a substitute for 
H. R. 7227 as passed the House. Our views on House-passed H. R. 7227 were 
expressed in our letter to you of December 16. 

As outlined below, all of our recommendations for changes in H. R. 7227 as 
passed the House, have been adopted or in some manner taken care of in the 
committee print. 

The possibility of a new priority being created between donations for educa- 
tion and public health on the one hand and civil defense on the other is elimi- 
nated. Also, the division of responsibility between the Secretary of Defense and 
the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, with attendant implications, is elimi- 
nated in the committee print. 

The committee print makes applicable to donations for civil defense, the 
provisions concerning education and public health donations which were in- 
cluded in Public Law 61, 84th Congress with respect to: imposition of conditions 
on the use of donated property; certification by each State agency or official as 
to usability and need; minimum standards of operation for each State agency 
or official; and provisions for Federal-State cooperative agreements. 

Section 5 of the committee print provides an interim arrangement for the 
benefit of such ‘States as have not, on or before the enactment of this proposed 
legislation, enacted appropriate State legislation providing for such civil defense 
donations. 

As indicated in Staff Memorandum No. 84-1-38, December 9, attached to your 
letter, representatives of this Administration have worked very closely with 
representatives of your staff, the Senate legislative counsel and representa- 
tives of other agencies concerned in the preparation of this committee print. 

In view of the foregoing, this agency favors the changes which the committee 
print would make in H. R. 7227 as that bill passed the House. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Cordially yours, 
Epmunp F.. Mansure, Administrator. 


EXEcUTIvE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuReav or THE Bupeer, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 17, 1956. 
Hon. Jonn L. McCuen.an, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of December 9, 1955, 
requesting a report on the committee print in the nature of a substitute for 
H. R. 7227 as it passed the House. The bill would authorize donations of Govern- 
ment surplus personal property for State and local civil defense organizations 
on the same basis as is presently authorized for education and public health 
purposes. - 

H. R. 7227 is one of several bills which have been introduced for the purpose 
of extending the donation program to State and local civil defense organizations 
including 8. 1527 and H. R. 4660, which were drafted and submitted to the 
Congress by the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

We believe that the amended language of H. R. 7227 which was prepared by 
the staff of your committee in consultation with representatives of the interested 
agencies, represents a definite effort either to correct the administrative problems 
which have been pointed out in earlier reports to the committees or to leave the 
door open for administrative action or controls which we believe will give the 
needed flexibility for handling these problems. 


77295— 56-——-4 
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We have but one suggested change to offer in the language of the bill. The 
bill provides that the Administrator of Civil Defense “may impose reasonable 
terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the use of any single item of 
personal property donated * * * which has an acquisition cost of $2,500 or more.” 
This language is taken from Public Law 61, 84th Congress, as it applies to dona- 
tions for educational or public health purposes. We do not wish to question 
the limitation as it applies to donations for education or public health but we 
share the belief expressed in the reports to your committee from the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion that the application of this provision to donations for civil defense purposes 
should be reconsidered. 

A limitation which applies only to items costing $2,500 or more is not really 
much of a limitation because very few single supply items cost that much. Many 
if not most items donated for civil-defense purposes will not be used currently 
but will be stored for future emergency, probably under varying conditions of 
warehousing and protection. Even though individual lots of property worth 
millions of dollars might be involved, the Government would be without authority 
to impose reasonable terms or restrictions upon the use of such property unless 
the cost of each individual unit of property is $2,500 or more. We believe the 
$2,500 limitation may be too high a figure considering the need for effective 
controls over supplies stockpiled for civil-defense purposes. 

Apart from this suggestion, we believe the amended bill is satisfactory with 
the understanding that the Federal Civil Defense Administration will not actually 
alloeate any property directly but instead will delegate the operating phases 
of the work to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in order that 
allocations for surplus property for education, health, or civil-defense purposes 
will be integrated in a single operating organization. We have been told 
informally that the Federal Civil Defense Administration and the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare have agreed upon an integrated allocation 
system to be operated by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
We consider an arrangement of this kind to be absolutely essential in order to 
avoid the delay and expense of a priority system as well as any requirement 
for a Federal agency to decide disputes when health, education, and civil-defense 
programs compete for the same property. 

We believe one of the most essential provisions in th amended bill prepared 
by your committee is the requirement that each State provide a single inte- 
grated agency to receive and distribute surplus property instead of requiring 
the Federal Government to allocate property to two or more agencies in a State, 
each competing for the same property. We recognize, of course, that it may be 
necessary to operate temporarily with more than one agency in a State until 
necessary State legislation is enacted. We do not object to the provision in the 
amended bill which would authorize such temporary arrangements until 90 
calendar days hav¥e passed after the close of the first regular session of a State 
legislature beginning after the bill is enacted. 

As indicated in previous reports, we believe many administrative problems 
exist which will require careful and sustained attention. For example, it is 
vital that property donated for civil-defense purposes be properly preserved 
for long-term storage. that it be properly stored, that accurate inventory records 
be maintained and that adequate measures are taken within each State to assure 
that property does not deteriorate and is not diverted to uses which are not 
authorized. Reasonable standards are necessary and we believe they should 
be strictly observed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Row.anD Hucues, Director. 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSK, 
LEGISLATIVE AND Purntic AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C. March 1, 1956. 
Hon. Jonnw L. McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHARMAN: This is in reply to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense concerning the committee print of amendments (in the 
nature of a substitute) to H. R. 7227, to amend further the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the disposal of 
surplus property for civil-defense purposes, to provide that certain Federal sur- 





SURPLUS PROPERTY DONATIONS 21 


plus property be disposed of to State and local civil-defense organizations which 
are established by or pursuant to State law, and for other purposes. 

The first section of the committee print would amend subsection 203 (j) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to 
require donations of surplus property to educational activities of special interest 
to the Department of Defense, as determined by the Secretary of Defense, to be 
made through the State agency of the State where the activity is located. 
Donations of surplus property to such educational activities, under the existing 
provisions of subsection 203 (j) (3) of the act, are limited to some 46 schools 
and activities located in 21 States, the Territory of Hawaii, and the District of 
Columbia, which have been designated as being of special interest to the Depart- 
ment of Defense by the Secretary of Defense. Where property is so determined 
to be useful for a particular school or activity, it is transferred through the 
General Services Administration directly to the school or activity. Because of 
the limited scope of the donation program under the existing provisions of sub- 
section 203 (j) (8), the need for such donations to be made through a State 
agency cannot be readily seen and adoption of that procedure would result in 
additional administrative detail and expense in accomplishing the donation. 

Accordingly, it is reeommended that the last sentence of the proposed new sub- 
section 2083 (j) (1) be amended, in line 15, pave 2, to add before the word “shall” 
the following: “(except surplus property allocated in conformity with para- 
graph 2 of this subsection)”. Additionally, it is recommended that the second 
sentence of the proposed new subsection 203 (j) (2) be amended, in line 4, 
page 3, to delete the words ‘‘the appropriate State agency for distribution to”. 

Enactment of the provisions of the committee print with the foregoing amend- 
ments would mean that donations of surplus property to activities of special 
interest to the Department of Defense could be accomplished as they are ac- 
complished under the existing subsection 203 (j) (3). 

Subject to the adoption of the foregoing amendments, the Department of De- 
fense would have no objection to the enactment of the provisions contained in 
the committee print. 

The Department of Defense reaffirms its views on H. R. 7227, as it passed the 
House of Representatives, which were submitted to the committee on August 2. 
1955. Additionally, the Department reaflirms its views of November 22, 1955, 
coneerning this matter. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised with respect to this report and the 
report of November 22, 1955, as follows: 

“Although there is no objection to the submission of such report as you deem 
appropriate, it is noted that the report reaffirms the views expressed in your 
letter of November 22, 1955, to the chairman of the committee on an earlier draft 
of the bill. One of the views expressed in this letter is that civil-defense activi- 
ties ‘should receive first consideration in the disposal of such property. If 
civil-defense activities are to receive first consideration or, for that matter, if 
any of the eligible donee programs is to receive preference over the others, it 
would appear that a system of priorities would be necessary. 

“In all of the reports on the various bills to permit donations for civil-defense 
purposes, we have objected to any return to a system of priorities because it means 
that the entire program to dispose of surplus property will be delayed while first 
one priority group and then another is given an opportunity to select items from 
lists of surplus property. Such a system was found to be very unsatisfactory and 
costly during the years immediately following the war. 

“We have also objected to arrangements whereby the disposal of surplus prop- 
erty would be further delayed and complicated by providing a third agency such 
as the General Services Administration to act as an umpire in allocating property 
claimed for both programs. 

“We believe you may wish to reconsider the position taken on this point in the 
letter of November 22, 1955, in view of this background and of the position taken 
by the Department of Defense in reporting a similar bill (H. R. 4660). This re- 
port, which was enclosed with your letter of July 18, 1955, included a statement 
that ‘an increase in priority and preference provisions of the present law will 
serve to defeat the basic policies and principles sought to be accomplished by the 
legislation as initially enacted.’ ” 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHarp A. BuppeKE, . 
Director, Legislative Programs. 


Senator Kennepy. At the conclusion of our discussion of S. 3693 
and the related bills (S. 1527 and H. R. 7227), the subcommittee will 
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proceed to consider H. R. 7855, a bill to continue the authority of the 
Administrator of General Services to negotiate the disposal of surplus 
property until June 30, 1956. This bill passed the House of Repre- 
sentatives on August 2, 1955. The authority contained in this bill is 
intended to permit the Administrator to continue disposing of surplus 
property by negotiation where it has been determined that further ad- 
vertising will not serve any useful purpose. 

The first witness this morning will be the Senator from Nevada, 
Senator Malone. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. MALONE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Senator Martone, Thank you, Senator Kennedy. 

s commend the subcommittee for their diligence in amending this 
ill. 

As we are all aware, one of the most serious problems facing our 
basic economy today is the present farm crisis, and the Senate, as well 
as the executive branch, is considering every possible way to render 
assistance to the American farmer. 

Iam generally familiar with the procedures of the General Services 
Administration in regard to military surplus. I believe that certain 
agencies, i. e., Public Health and Education, have been assigned high- 
est priorities—and that, I think, is proper—but that makes it very 
difficult for soil-conservation districts and other public agencies to 
obtain surplus military equipment. 

As soil conservation districts operate in the public interest, and 
because of the quasi-emergency farm problems, I think it would be 
definitely in order that these districts be assigned a higher priority, 
to give them greater access to surplus equipment. 

i therefore submit for your subcommittee’s consideration an amend- 


ment to H. R. 7227, which would put soil conservation districts on the 
same priority as educational and public health agencies and civil 
defense. 

Senator Kennepy. The amendment will be printed in the record at 
this point. 

Set amendment to H. R. 7227, submitted by Senator Malone, is as 
follows :) 


(HI. R. 7227, 84th Cong., 2d sess.) 
AMENDMENTS 


AMENDMENTS to amend further the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the disposal of surplus property 
for civil defense purposes, to provide that certain Federal surplus property 
be disposed of to State and local civil defense organizations which are estab- 
lished by or pursuant to State law, and for other purposes, viz: Beginning 
with line 3, page 1, strike out all to and including line 16, page 2, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

That paragraph (1) of section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is author- 
ized in his discretion to donate for purposes of education, civil defense, public 
health, including research, or soil conservation in any State without cost (except 
for costs of care and handling) such equipment, materials, books, or other sup- 
plies as shall have been determined to be surplus property and which shall have 
been determined under paragraph (2), (3), or (6) of this subsection to be 
usable and necessary for any such purpose. In determining whether or not 
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property is to be donated under this subsection, no distinction shall be made 
between property capitalized in a working-capital fund established pursuant to 
section 405 of the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, or any similar fund 
under the control of any executive agency, and any other property.” 

On page 3, line 11, immediately after the period, insert the following: “In the 
case of such surplus property, the Secretary of Defense may determine, upon 
advice which shall be given by the Secretary of Agriculture, whether such prop- 
erty is usable and necessary for soil conservation purposes.” 

On page 3, line 14, strike out the words “or civil-defense”, and insert in lieu 
thereof a comma and the words “civil-defense, or soil conservation”. 


Senator Matone. I ask unanimous consent that representative cor- 
respondence received from the Duck Valley Soil Conservation Dis- 
trict, Owyhee, Nev., and Jiggs Soil Conservation District, Lee, Nev., 
be printed in the record as part of my statement. 

Senator Kennepy. It may be included. 

(The correspondence referred to is as follows:) 


DvoK Vati8y Sor, CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
WESTERN SHOSHONE AGENCY, 
Owyhee, Nev., January 24, 1956. 
Senator GrorG@E MALONE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. O. 


Dear Sir: A discussion was held at the meeting of the Nevada Association 
of Soil Conservation Districts last September 28, 1955, at Reno, Nev., regarding 
the problem of obtaining equipment declared surplus by the military services. 

The fact that Federal agencies, public health and educational agencies have 
been assigned highest priority, makes it very difficult for soil-conservation dis- 
tricts to obtain surplus military equipment. 

Since soil-conservation districts operate in the public interest we feel they 
should have aecess to equipment declared surplus by military organizations. 

We wish to take this opportunity in appealing to you about this problem. 

Very truly yours, 
Gus Garitry, Chairman. 


J1eces Sor CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Lee, Nev., January 30, 1956. 
Hon. GEorGE MALONE, 
Senator from Nevada, 
Unted States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: The Jiggs Soil Conservation District has been trying to obtain sur- 
plus, heavy equipment to further the soil-conservation and development program 
throughout the district. We have found, however, that Federal agencies have 
been assigned a higher priority than State agencies which makes it very difficult 
for soil-conservation districts to obtain surplus equipment. 

We believe that in our program of soil and water conservation which involves 
land leveling, water control, cropland and rangeland seeding, and brush control 
on all lands, both public and private, in the district that the use of equipment 
would contribute to the resource conservation and development and thus serve 
the general public interest. 

Our district at present is developing agreements with all the State and Federa! 
agencies concerned with the district to coordinate the entire conservation and 
development program. We intend to give serious consideration to the USDA 
and USDI watershed programs after our initial districtwide surveys are com- 
pleted. 

At present we can see the need for a medium-sized, crawler-type tractor with 
accessories, a medium-sized scraper, an industrial-type chisel and heavy disk 
plows. 

As we stated previously, this equipment would be used to bolster and speed up 
the soil-conservation program on all lands within the district under a soil-conser- 
vation Sewiet ranch plan and further would be used only for approved conserva- 
tion wor 
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It appears reasonable to assume that immediate action by Congress to correct 
the priority status of soil-conservation districts would have very beneficial 
effects on our entire soil and moisture program. We certainly would appreciate 
your consideration of this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
H. V. HANSEL, Secretary-Treasurer. 

Senator Martone. I also ask unanimous consent that the following 
publication from the Nevada Association of Soil Conservation Dis- 
tricts newsletter, be made a part of my statement. 

Senator Kennepy. It may be included. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


[Nevada Association of Soil Conservation Districts Newsletter, January 1956] 


SuRPLus MILITary EQUIPMENT 

District board chairmen will shortly receive a letter from State Association 
Secretary Harry Russell urging them to write Nevada Congressmen and Senators 
about the problem of transferring surplus military equipment direct to soil- 
conservation districts. Under current circumstances Federal agencies and State 
public health and educational agencies have priority for this surplus equipment. 
Your State association feels that soil-conservation districts, organized under 
State statute, operate in the public interest and should have consideration in con- 
nection with equipment surplus to the needs of the military organizations. 

Address communications to the editor, Caleb Whitbeck, Wellington, Nev. 
Nevada Association of Soil Conservation Districts, Wellington, Nev. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you want soil-conservation districts to have 
the same priority as civil defense? 

Senator Maxonx. I support civil defense priority contemplated by 
the present legislation, but when you get down to the utilization in the 
communities, I also believe that the soil-conservation districts should 
be added to the high priority list. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Harold L. Aitken, Executive Assistant Ad- 
ministrator, Federal Civil Defense Administration. He is accom- 
panied by Mr. Charles Manning, Deputy General Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. AITKEN, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR; ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES MANNING, ASSO- 
CIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMIN- 
ISTRATION 


Senator Kennepy. Will you proceed. 

Mr. Arrxen. Good morning, Senator. 

First, I want to apologize for Governor Peterson. He has been 
called to NATO, and he could not be here, and he has asked me to 
testify for him. 

Senator Kennepy. Governor Peterson called me and explained he 
couldn’t be here. You may speak for him today. 

Mr. Arrxen. All right, sir. 

First, I have a brief statement I would like to present on behalf of 
Governor Peterson, if I may. 

Mr. ArrKen (reading statement of Mr. Peterson) : 

I strongly endorse S. 3693, which will permit the disposal of surplus property 
for civil-defense purposes. The legislation before you has the support of the 
administration and the approval of interested Federal agencies. 


This measure, if passed, will give State and local civil defense agencies the 
tools to work with in building their civil-defense organizations. It will make 
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possible the utilization of public property for civil-defense purposes with a result- 
ing savings to all of our citizens. This property, bought originally for the de- 
fense of the Nation, is needed urgently by civil-defense agencies to further the 
safety of the population. 

Equipment in which we are interested, such as litters, mass feeding units, 
vehicles and emergency field equipment, could be adapted to civil defense as well 
as disaster use. The ready availability for use of such equipment in case of 
floods, hurricanes or other major disasters, is a consideration in our support of 
this measure. 

Since passage of the Federal Civil Defense Act in 1950, the Federal Government 
and the States and their subdivisions have spent over $112 million under the Fed- 
eral contributions program for civil-defense materials, equipment and training 
purposes. Many of the items included in the contributions program by the Fed- 
eral Civil Defense Administration are constantly being sold as surplus. Thus, 
the Federal Government is in the absurd position of defraying 50 percent of the 
purchase price at commercial rates for property identical to, or capable of being 
adapted for civil-defense purposes, but which is being disposed of as surplus. 

The two national associations of State and local civil-defense officials, as well as 
various municipal organizations, favor this legislation, and the governor’s con- 
ference has “respectfully requested the United States Senate to expedite passage 
of-the legislation.” 

My staff has had the finest kind of advice and cooperation from the Senate 
counsel and from the staff of your subcommittee. I would like to take this op- 
portunity to express publicly our appreciation of their able assistance, 


That is the Governor’s statement. 

Senator Krennepy. Do you now wish to present your own statement / 

Mr. Arrxen. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is a pleasure to ap- 
pear before you today as the representative of the Federal Civil De- 
fense Administration on 8S. 3693, an administration-sponsored pro- 
posal, which we feel is vital to the civil defense of the Nation. 

S. 3693, which would further amend the Federal Property and 


Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, will authorize the 
donation of surplus property for civil-defense purposes, and will fill a 
longstanding need in the civil-defense field. 

We believe the merits of the bill to be so self-evident as to require no 
elaboration. The measure before the subcommitttee which relates to 
civil-defense organizations becoming eligible for surplus property, has 
the approval of many distinguished Members of the Senate and the 
House, and the approval and support of the National Association of 
State Civil Defense Directors, the National Association of State 
Surplus Property Officers, the United States Civil Defense Council, 
the American Legion, and a great many other public and private or- 
ganizations. 

In the interest of brevity and to conserve the subcommittee’s time, 
I should like to make several major points on the bill, and then make 
myself available for questions from the subcommittee and staff con- 
cerning the measure, if you so desire. 

Should the measure be enacted, we feel it important to emphasize 
that the FCDA does not intend to duplicate or establish competing 
facilities-with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare con- 
cerning the relationships with State surplus property offices, nor do 
we intend to establish separate facilities for the s¢reening and the al- 
location of surplus property under the program. Rather, we expect 
to delegate these administrative functions to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and to utilize the procedures which have been 
worked out and found generally satisfactory by that Department in 
the distribution of surplus property for educational and public health 
purposes. Discretion as to categories and types of property usable 
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and necessary would be retained by the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministrator. 

Screening, allocation, and transfer would be performed by the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, operating under regu 

ations issued by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, based upon 
the need of the State for the property for civil-defense purposes. 

These factors would be worked out between the State civil-defense 
director concerned and the regional administrators of the FCDA, 
acting under guidance from the national headquarters. The DHEW 
will also be delegated the task of establishing minimum standards of 
State operation of disposals, the issuance of the minimum standards 
to be concurred in by FCDA. This will assure that State disposal 
offices will be conducting relations with only one Federal agency, and 
reduce confusion and conflict in the conduct of the program to a mini- 
mum. 

The proposed delegation is consistent with sections 201 (b) and 
405 (3) of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended. These 
sections of our organic act authorize the Administrator, with the ap- 
proval of the President, to delegate appropriate civil-defense functions 
to the several Federal departments and agencies, and directs the Ad- 
ministrator to refrain from duplicating or paralleling activity being 
performed by another Federal agency. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has been dele- 
gated several civil-defense responsibilities under our program to im- 
plement the terms of the act, and is performing these delegations in 
an outstanding manner. 

S. 3693 provides for this proposed delegation, and the proposal has 
the approval of the Department of Health, Education, aul Welfare. 

We intend to approach the problems of surplus property disposal 
for civil-defense purposes from the standpoint that maximum utiliza- 
tion of such property would be made by institutions currently eligible 
to receive such property by donation and civil-defense organizations, 
and that any conflict in interest among eligible donees with respect to 
particular types of property which could be utilized by these organi- 
zations will be reconciled at State and local levels. 

The civil defense of the Nation needs a wide variety and vast 
amount of property if it is to meet a mass enemy attack upon the 
United States. This requirement would be met in part by the enact- 
ment of the proposal before the subcommittee. Some of the property 
now being declared surplus by the Military Establishment is identical 
with, or a satisfactory substitute for, certain items in the civil-defense 
contributions program. Enactment of S. 3693 will make available 
supplies and equipment usable in the form declared surplus or readily 
adaptable to civil-defense purposes at a great financial saving to the 
taxpayer. at : 

The great bulk of Federal property feeding into the surplus chain 
originates in the Department of Defense. Funds appropriated by the 
Congress for the defense of the Nation purchased these goods. Before 
property still badly needed in the civil defense of the Nation is put 
into the market place, we feel that every opportunity to use it should 
be exhausted. FCDA therefore strongly urges the subcommittee to 
give favorable consideration to S. 3693. 

As a last point of emphasis, I should like to point out to the sub- 
committee that the proposal before you, which is a carefully con- 
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sidered restatement of donation authority and will add civil defense 
to the eligible donees, was drafted by the subcommittee staff with the 
participation of the interested agencies in the proposal. It has been 
concurred in by the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, the General Services Administration, and 
the Department of Defense, as well as the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration. We urge your approval of the measure. 

And I thank you for the opportunity of presenting this statement. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you. 

On the basis of the experience of the past few years, how much 
property do you think would be available to you, after having gone 
through the Health, Education, and Welfare Department. 

Mr. Arrxen. Well, sir, I don’t know that I Sone knowledge on 
which to predicate an estimate on that. We do know that during the 
past several years the State civil-defense directors and the city civil- 
defense directors have obtained knowledge with reference to the avail- 
ability of surplus property, and have asked us to try to help them get 
it. We have lists here of typical kinds of items which they could use. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


MISCELLANEOUS 


Item Description 

ROM bien i UL AS A. Burlap 

Blankets. 22u3/2 es dbl Asbestos 

Fai i cktancntahaivinscpiendikeeminten Rubber, Pullover Shoe, Short 
Bick eine nities _.... Galvanized 

CONS oo cig nec duils beans Safety, Gasoline, GI 

ANCOORE nc ncievnnaentianaaeal 


( 
4 
‘ 


PIN I gts tt ae ensenceseminiatpncinaion Debris, Water, Gas 
Coveralls 

Crayons Lumber Marking 
Gloves____--- sth eb icine ccncuaschen Heavy, Canvas 
CNR oe ie ia ea ee Dust Proof, Shatterproof 
Helmet. Protective 

is cciiiendalpsicitbiididh sv iniacaaiealnatins Folding 

: Metallic, Measuring 
Tarpaulin 

Blackboards Portable 

Flannel Board 


TOOLS AND MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT 


PTI ch ait ic tiehaschitinapsitinaiieiibibii nies W/Handles 
i iaiacsiaalice ie creesakitsaitide ecm cons . Pinch, Wrecking 

Auger 

Ratchet 
OUD R ii cctirensectermii ASLO Hand, Stone and Cold 
Crow Bars 
Cutters__ -- Bolt and Pipe 
Gear: Lifting Tackle 

’ Frame W/Blades 
is eit eines nis anahcwasian Claw, Cross Peen, Sledge 
Hatchet Carpenters 
TRG onc eS Extension 
CHI iii iit eacclctta a ie Cutting, Oxygen-Acetylene W/Goggles and 
Gloves 

Slip Joint, Wire Cutting 

Screwdrarerss 0 os 


77295—56——5 
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TOOLS AND MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT—continued 


Item Description 
ee al che etches ea Crosscut, Power, Pruning 
Shears 


Point and Chisel W/Handles 
We ee __.. All types, Pipe, crescent, socket 
Cylinders, Compressed Air Hydrogen, Nitrogen, Btc. 


ELECTRIC WIRE AND POWER DISTRIBUTION EQUIPMENT 


Extension, electric 
Desk 
Flood 
Red flashing, battery powered 
IIE er ce ee rs Gas driven, 2% kilowatt to 50 kilowatt, a. c. 
and d. c. portable and skid mounted 
Gloves Rubber, Insulating, Electricians 
Line Poles and Accessories 
Insulated and Plain 
Insulated and Plain 


Fuzes, Fuze blocks, Switches, Insulators, Etc. 


PHOTOGRAPHIC EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 


Projector Still, 2’’ x 2’’ Slides and 35 MM. Filmstrips, 
300 Watts, 500 Watts, 750 Watts 
Projector Opaque 
Projector Transparency, 10’’ x 10’’ 
Projector Motion Picture, Sound, 16 MM. 
60’’ x 60’’, Flat Matte 
Screen 70’ x 70’’, Flat Matte 
Film Splicer 16 MM. 
Rewind, geared 16 MM. 
Carrying Case Projectors 


OFFICE EQUIPMENT 


We hia SR 
ee iS. chine hata teaa 
i Folding, Straight 
Duplicating Machines 
Typewriters 
RAT NG TS Sj Re ne Filing, Storage 
Hall Trees 
I a iciieetineciitcncinn hyp stent - 


nana Ae RAI data ee I Small 
Waste Baskets 


MEDICAL SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 


Fi 8 Operating 
Operating Room Supplies and Equipment, Masks, Gowns, Bite. 
Medical Supplies__._..._......~.. Bandages, Compresses, Ete. 

Surgeon 

Bedpans, Urinals, Etc. 

Equipment and Supplies 

Operating 

Cartridge Type Hypodermic Syringe 


Insulated, Whole Blood, Shipping Type I 

Surgical Instrument, Boilable Type, Fuel Type, 
also Portable Type 

Surgical Instrument, Adjustable, Steel 

Surgical Stand, Inclosed Dome Type, 110 Volt, 
AC-DC 
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FOOD PREPARATION AND SERVING EQUIPMENT 


Kitchen Equipment 

Cooking Equipment Pots, Pans, Kettles, Etc. 

Serving Equipment 

Tableware Glassware, Silverware, Etc. 

Food Carriers Thermal Type 

Liquid Carriers Thermal Type 

Food Preparation Equipment... Knives, Ladles, Kitchen Hardware 


FIRE FIGHTING, RESCUE AND SAFETY EQUIPMENT 


PU ae stenthinnmincimments W/accessories 
Fy gg All Types 
Helmets Fire, Safety 
Nozzles 


POO a ica chelated mndipeaamenaind 

Protective Clothing 

Gloves Rubber Insulating 
a riccaeeeierirtreenseceitniie tenet Gas, Filter Type 
Pumps Stirrup Type 
Ee Feith oienierindounaieamenniis 

Life, FIG clei tsi mn negne 

[i is cept istceicisehininnremitn Gasoline 
THEPEIOR, FIGCTB sn cc nicnbiitnnwen 

First Aid Kits 

Met a pitas tciienicinimani 

Whistles ‘ 

Fire Extinguishers____.-----_-. All Types 

Fire Extinguisher Charges_.__- All Types 


WATER, SEWAGE SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 


Plumbing Supplies._......----~- Water and Gas Main 

PS is Citieiiennerinite cena Water, Motor Driven, High Volume and Low 
Head, Portable, Mobile 

Sewer Plant and Disposal Supplies and Equipment 


COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT 


Item Army Type ' Army Reference 
tadios, Portable and Table Model 
SCCTOIMNNN soi dc a wedadechwawn deh ekes = 
Field Wire and Battery-Operated Tele- 
phone System. 
Public Address Systems. ._......------- 
i006 Lishte.....viuvdeet chisel baee 
Portable Radio Equipment 
Tape Recorder 
Turn Table Three Speed, 
With Speaker 
Motor Generator Systems 
Receiver /GRR-2 TM-11-874 
I AN/GRR-3 
OO ee ee as AN/SRR-3 Scott SLR-F 
Receivér BC/312 Series TM-11-850 
Receiver BC/342 Series TM-11-850 
Receiver TM-11-867 
Receiver —7§ TM-11-866 
Receiver TM-11-866 
Receiver TM-11-866 
Receiver (UHF) 
Receiver ‘ 
Receiver-Fixed Frequency TM-11-853 
Receiver 


1 Use of term “Army Type” does not exclude equipment of other branches of service. 
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COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT—continued 


Item Army Type Army Reference 
re SCR-244 TM-11-866 
Receiver—CW & AM_.----.- 2-1-2 ee SCR-704 TM-11-866 
Fixed Station Receiver BC-—779 Series TM-11-866 
Mobile Radio Teletype._.........-.-_-- AN/MRC-2 TM-11-624 
Mobile FM Stn TM-11-607 
Pack Set 2-Wa : TM-11-637 
(Requires RA- 
30+ RM-11) 
SCR-299-SCR- 
399 
Vehicular Station ¢ TM-11-625 
Receiving (HRO) 
Transmitter BC-452 
Transmitter, Voice and CW (HT-4) 
Transmitter, Voice and CW TM-11-837 
Transmitter, Voice and CW 7 (HT-9) 
Transmitter, Voice and CW TM-11-818 
Transmitter, Voice and RTTY TM-11-818 
Transmitter, Voice and RTTY TM-11-834 
Transmitter/Receiver (Phone Only) TM-11-244 
Transportable Ground Set___......_.--- SCR-177-A BC-189 
Transportable Ground Set TM-11-233 
Mobile Station (Police) 
Pack Set Station (Battery) TM-—11-242 
Mobile Command Station SCR-339/499 TM-11-281 
Handy-Talkie (Battery—-AM) SCR-536 TM-11-235 
Command Set—Field Station SCR-543 TM-11-625 
Monitor Receiver BC-787B TM-11-867 
Pack Set (Battery-FM) SCR-609 TM-11-615 
Mobile 2-Way FM SCR-610 TM-11-615 
Monitor Receiver SCR-616 TM-11-260 


1 Use of term “Army Type” does not exclude equipment of other branches of service, 


PERSONAL EFFECTS 


Item Description 

NE oki cinenctscoetesniaiieind eae 

Caps 

IN ies ioe nimi RE Coats, Jackets, Overcoats 

Garments Underwear, Etc., Men’s and Boys’, Women’s 
7 and Misses’ 

Ce ince = 

Overshoes 

the titans so tcinaek eicsatidenenenie Working, Cloth and Leather 


Single and Double Edge 


Sanitary Napkins 
Infants Diapers 
Toilet Tissue 
Insecticides 


All Types and Sizes 
All Types and Sizes 
All Types and Sizes 





SURPLUS PROPERTY DONATIONS 


CONSTRUCTION, EXCAVATING EQUIPMENT, TRANSPORTATION 


Item Description 
Hoists 
Motor Graders 
Snow Plows 
Cranes 
Loaders 
Air Compressors 
Trenching Machines 
Sheeting and Pile Drivers 
Portable Bridging 
Bulldozers 
Automobiles 
Tractor Trailers 
Trucks 
Tank Trucks 
Jeeps 
FURNITURE AND BEDDING AND RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT 


Double and Single Decker 
Bodeinge. 2k 2a All Types, Blankets, Sheets, Pillows, Btc. 
Canvas, Folding 


Lounge Furniture 
Recreational Dquipment 


SANITATION SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 


Water Testing Kits Residual Chlorine Determination 

Water Testing Kit Screening for Chemical Warfare Agents 
Water Purification 
Screening for Chemical Warfare Agents 
Compressed Air, 4 Gal. Capacity, Insect Control 


4 Lib. Capacity, Hand Operated, Insect Control 
Portable 

Water, Mobile 

Water, Portable 


PLUMBING AND HEATING EQUIPMENT, PIPE, TUBING, ETC. 


Steel, Light Weight Quick Coupling, 4’’ Dia. 
through 16’’ Dia. 

Aluminum, Light Weight Quick Coupling, 4’’ 
Dia. through 16’’ Dia. 

For light weight pipe, Valves, Elbows, Tees, 
Blank Flanges 

Gasoline Engine Centrifugal Pumps, 500 GPM 
up against 100 PSL 

VAL VOR sicicinediitemmiiidiaesniadeh tana Gate, 4’’ to 8’’ 

Metal Protective and/or Lubricant 

Mr. Atrxen. Now, whether these these same kinds of items would 
be necessary for HEW I don’t know, sir, at this moment. 

Senator Kennepy. Have you had any conversations with the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare about it? Under the 
bill before this subcommittee now, unlike the bill in the House, you 
have priority over HEW. _ tai 

Mr. Mannine. Senator, if I may speak of this bill before the 
subcommittee at the present time; it does not establish a priority, nor 
do we expect to be competing with the Department of HEW in their 
education and health program in the acquisition of property for 
civil-defense purposes. 

We expect these questions to be resolved at the local level upon a 
determination between the State surplus property disposal officers, 
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the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the Depart- 
ment of Civil Defense at the same level as to who has the greatest need 
for the property. 

If the Health and Education reasons for the disposal of the prop- 
erty seem to override civil-defense reasons, then the resolution of that 
problem will be made at the State level, and there will be no compe- 
tition for other property within the State. 

Senator Kennepy. but actually there is a difference between the 
House and the Senate bill. 

Mr. Mannine. There is, sir, in that the House bill did establish a 

riority for the Federal Civil Defense Administration and we ob- 
ject to that priority, we don’t wish to be in that position. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator Malone suggested that what HEW 
will not have, and what you do not want, Soil Conservation would like 
to have. 

Looking at it generally, do you feel that much will go through your 
hands that will be available for further use by other agencies such 
as Soil Conservation ? 

Mr. Mannino. Quite frankly, sir, we have not had the opportunity 
to examine it. We would prefer to defer comment. 

Senator Kennepy. What about the $2,500 limitation? I have heard 
from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be comparatively few 
items that figure, and therefore we might consider lowering it. Do 
you have any views on that? 

Mr. Manning. We presented our views to the subcommittee under 
date of February 23 on the amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

All we wish to do is to call to the Congress’ attention that perhaps 
the same factors that led to the establishment of the $2,500 minimum 
for educational and health pare do not apply to civil-defense 
purposes. However, sir, at the present time we do not have an expe- 
rience table upon which to base what a satisfactory substitute for 
that minimum would be, and we have no real objection to the $2,500 
being used for civil-defense purposes if the subcommittee and the Con- 
gress understand the problem; and if at the same time an experience 
table indicates that we should have a lower figure, then we would 
expect to come back to the Congress for a revision of that figure, 
should it prove necessary. 

Senator Kennepy. After we talk with the Bureau of the Budget 
we can find out whether they feel that it is essential. 

In turning this ae over to the State for civil-defense use— 
what happens to the title? Do you keep the title on all items of all 
value that you turn over to the State civil-defense units, as you under- 
stand it? 

Mr. Manntnc. No, Senator. The title goes to the State. 

Senator Kennepy. You get no compensation for any of that? 

Mr. Mannina. No; we do not. 

Senator Kennepy. It just passes through your hands? 

Mr. Manninc. We are a conduit of title, that is all. 

Senator Kennepy. And you assign the priorities as to which States 
will receive it, based upon—— 
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Mr. Manninca. The civil-defense needs and the civil-defense plan 
of the State. 

Senator Kennepy. As I understand it, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator reported that the Civil Defense Administration would 
suggest and recommend where the State, political subdivision, or in- 
strumentality disposes of equipment donated under the proposed au- 
thority, the requirement be placed upon such State or political subdi- 
vision or instrumentality making the disposal that the proceeds be 
held to the use and benefit of the civil-defense program or such other 
program as provided by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, and 
that expenditures of the proceeds be made only upon receipt of ap- 
proval by the Administrator ? 

Mr. Mannine. That is correct. The benefit would still accrue or 
inure to the State. However, the funds received from a disposal 
under the program for civil defense purposes would be retained for 
the furtherance of the civil-defense program in the State. 

Senator Kmnnepy. Under your direction or the State’s direction ? 

Mr. Mannine. Based upon the plan in the State, subject to 
our approval. 

Senator Kennepy. But you would have the ultimate control ? 

Mr. Mannine. The discretion would be vested in the administrator, 
should the proposal be adopted. 

Senator Kennepy. Should the State board want to do something 
and you don’t: want them to do it, who would have the say ? 

Mr. Mannine. We would have the say, should that proposal be 
affirmed by the Congress. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you. 

Mr. Suriver. Mr. Manning, there was a question raised the other 
day regarding subparagraph 4, page 4 of this bill, regarding mini- 
mum standards. The question was raised as to whether there would be 
1 set of standards for all 3 donees or 2 sets of standards. 

What is you view on that? 

Mr. Mannineo. There would be only one set of standards, un- 
less there were some overriding civil defense considerations which 
should go into the set of minimum standards. 

However, we expect to utilize those standards aiready established 
by HEW on the problem of disposal. I see at the present time noth- 
ing further which we would put in from a civil- defense standpoint. 

However, we would like to reserve the right to take a look at it to 
determine whether or not from the civil defense standpoint there 
would be additional factors. And there may even be perhaps some 
standards from a civil-defense standpoint that may be a, on the 
current minimum standards. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. 

Next is the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr. 
Chester Lund, Director of Field Administration ; accompanied by Mr. 
Mr. Willis T. Frazier, Chief, Surplus Property Utilization Division; 
Mr. Manuel B. Hiller, attorney-adviser, Office of General Counsel; 
and oa Theodore Ellenbogen, legislative attorney, Office of General 
Counsel. 
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STATEMENT OF CHESTER LUND, DIRECTOR OF FIELD ADMINIS. 
TRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIS T. FRAZIER, CHIEF, SUR- 
PLUS PROPERTY UTILIZATION DIVISION; MANUEL B. HILLER, 
ATTORNEY-ADVISER, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL; AND 
THEODORE ELLENBOGEN, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, OFFICE OF 
GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE 


Mr. Lunp. Mr. Chairman, the Department has a very brief state- 
ment, I would like to read if it is your pleasure. 

Mr. Cuarrman. You may proceed, Mr. Lund. 

Mr. Lunp. The subcommittee has received a copy of the Depart- 
ment’s report, dated February 21, 1956. We would like to highlight 
two portions of that report. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare favors the 
basic objective of the proposed legislation to make Federal surplus 
personal property available for donation for civil defense purposes 
to the civil defense organizations of the States and their political sub- 
divisions and instrumentalities. 

While we have in the past questioned the extension of the surplus 
property donation provisions of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act—section 203 (j)— on a piecemeal basis, the De- 
partment believes, however, that the overriding national interest in 
the civil defense program warrants special exception in this instance. 

Discussions have been held by the staff members of FCDA and this 
Department, as yet not formalized, to reach an understanding that 


in the event of enactment of this bill, the FCDA would delegate to 

this Department, under the authority of the bill and the Federal 

Civil Defense Act, the operating functions under the civil defense 

surplus property donation program, that is, the functions of screen- 
re 


ing—with the assistance of State surplus property distribution agen- 
cies—the surplus property available, making allocations to State dis- 
tribution agencies, and carrying out the other Federal operating func- 
tions involved in the program. 

The FCDA would advise this Department of the kinds of property 
usable and needed for civil defense purposes. This Department, in 
agreement with FCDA, would establish minimum standards of op- 
eration for State agencies, and would establish terms, standards, and 
conditions as to the care and use of property by the ultimate donee 
similar to those established for civil defense property contributed 
under the Federal Civil Defense Act, to the extent that this will be 
permitted by the bill as finally enacted. 

Utilization of the facilities of this Department by the FCDA on 
a reimbursable basis, through delegation of the operating functions 
under the civil defense surplus property donation program, would 
give promise of achieving effective coordination of the present health 
and education donation program and the proposed new program, 

reventing unnecessary friction, and promoting economy by avoiding 

Te of personnel and services. 

We, therefore, believe that under the existing circumstances that 
the overriding interest in the civil defense program warrants an ex- 
ception in this instance, and we favor this bill. 

would be very glad to answer any questions that I can. 
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Senator Kennepy. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. No questions. Thank you. 

Senator Kennepy. What is the value of surplus property you are 
now receiving each month ¢ 

Mr. Lunp. I can’t answer exactly, Senator. If I could put it in 
terms of our current donations, we are donating roughly $20 million 
per month. According to our figures, to try to answer your question 
specifically, this amounts to about 7 percent of the surpluses that come 
to us on the surplus list. 

Senator Krennepy. You are donating 7 percent, which is $20 
million ? 

Mr. Lunn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. What happens to the remaining ? 

Mr. Lonp. It is the type of equipment that is not usable primarily 
for health and educational purposes, and it is disposed of by GSA. 

Senator Kennepy. You make the decision, don’t you, as to what will 
be disposed of and what will be turned over to the GSA ? 

Mr. Lunp. The department and the State agencies; yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. If this bill is passed you will still continue to 
dispose of whatever you feel you will need, which we would assume to 
be the $20 million. 

Of the remaining 93 percent disposed of by the GSA, what per- 
centage do you think from your conversations with the Civil Defense 
Administration be useful to them? 

Mr. Lunn. I don’t think I would be able to answer with any degree 
of intelligence. To my thinking there is enough surplus so that we 
could probably maintain our donation program at about the present 
level and still meet to a degree the needs for civil defense. 

Senator Kennepy. In other words, this bill will not interfere with 
your program at.all? 

Mr. Lunp. I think there will be areas where some determination of 
conflict will have to be made. But in the general discussions we find 
that there are many types of equipment that we now turn down as not 
needed or useful in education that would be of importance and useful 
to civil defense. 

Senator Kennepy. The House bill put the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
on an equal basis, as I understand it, and this bill would maintain your 
position ; is that correct ¢ 

Perhaps the legislative counsel could answer that. 

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. Sir, it is the exact opposite. This bill places the 
two programs on a parity basis. The House bill gave a priority to 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

In the first place, it said that if the item was under the control of the 
Department of Defense, then it was the duty of the Secretary of De- 
fense to determine whether, in the case of any item other than a com- 
mon-use item, it was usable for civil-defense purposes, and if so, he 
would donate it to civil-defense uses. 

If he did not donate it for that purpose, then it would still be avail- 
able to the Civil Defense Administration on the same basis as to us for 
donation, under the House-passed bill. 

The Senate bill puts the two programs on a basis of complete parity. 

Senator Kennepy. It goes through your hands? 





36 SURPLUS PROPERTY DONATIONS 


Mr. Evtensocen. Not by the terms of the bill. However, the bill 
directs the Civil Defense Administration to utilize its powers under 
the ‘Federal Civil Defense Act, which provides for Qulsiretionts and 
maximum utilization of existing facilities of other agencies, and 
amicably between the two agencies there has been worked out an 
understanding whereby the Civil Defense Administration—as it de- 
sires in any event—would utilize the facilities of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and in turn that Department would 
utilize the State agencies for surplus property distribution. 

That is another distinction between the two bills. 

The House bill would have provided for direct donations of civil 
defense suitable property to State civil defense agencies or local civil 
defense agencies, whereas your bill, Senator, as I understand it, would 
create, or rather require the creation of, a single overall State surplus 
property distribution agency which would handle all of these types of 
7 and which, subject to any Federal standards which may be 
established, would then within the State determine its distribution 
among these competing interests to the extent that they are competing. 

I am not sure whether I have made myself clear, but that is it in 
summary. . 

Senator Kennepy. The Health, Education, and Welfare Depart- 
ment would still continue to receive whatever it felt was necessary to 
implement its program. Is that carrect? 

Mr. Lunp. I think basically that is correct. 

Senator Kennepy. Regardless of the needs of civil defense, who 
would make the decision if both of you desired surplus property ? 

Mr. Lunp. We would propose that that be done at the local level. 
That would be passed to the State. We would screen the property, 
and on the basis of our agreement with Civil Defense where they es- 
tablish the types of equipment that are needed, by agreement the 
State agency would then have the responsibility of allocation, and 
hopefully there would not be too many areas where this conflict of 
interest would arise. 

Obviously as- far as the Department is concerned, we would have 
to evaluate very seriously the jeopardization of the school and the 
hospital programs, and we would not take this position if we felt it 
was honestly going to make serious inroads upon the school and hos- 
pitals of this country. 

Senator Kennepy. You feel that the language in this bill gives you 
sufficient protection in your program ¢ 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Extenpocen. May I interpose for one moment ? 

There is one thing that no doubt will be mentioned by the General 
Services Administration’s representatives, and should be mentioned 
here. That is, basically, of course, this entire function is subject to the 
discretion of the General Services Administration. It is within the 
framework of that discretion that this program would operate. | 

Now, they delegate, of course, and we also have a statutory function 
of allocation for public health and education purposes in this donation 
program. Civil Defense would have a function of allocation for civil- 
defense purposes within that GSA discretion, but they expect to dele- 
gate to us as outlined by them. 
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Senator Kennepy. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. I may have misunderstood you, but I got the 
distinct impression from what you have been saying that in led 
tering this bill if there should be any conflict. of interest or clash be- 
tween your Department and the Federal Civil Defense Administration, 
you would ship those controversies back to the States. Instead of 
having 1 argument, you would have 48 arguments. 

Am I wrong? 

Mr. Evtensocen. I didn’t make myself clear, Senator. 

Normally—and I want to be subject to your correction if I am 
wrong, Mr. Frazier—but as I understand it, normally it is expected 
that once it is determined that this property is usable for any of the 
three different purposes, health, education, or civil defense, it would 
be transferred to, put at the disposal of, the State agency within 
the State within which it is determined to be needed, that is determined 
by the Federal agency to be needed, and then the State agency would 
determine where it should be distributed within the State, whether 
to health, education, or civil defense. 

Senator Corron. That is just my point. 

Mr. ELtensocen. But there would not be a conflict between one 
State and another. 

Senator Corron. I am not talking about that. You are going to 
send this property to the State of X, and then when it gets there they 
will determime whether it will go to your department or to Civil 
Defense. 

Mr. Et.ensocen. They will determine not to which Federal agency 
it goes; they will determine where it should go, let us say—a particular 
school district, or hospital, or civil defense organization within the 
State. 

Those are State instrumentalities. 

Senator Corron. Then you won’t make a determination before you 
turn this property over to the State? 

Mr. E.t.ensocen. The determination at the Federal level—and cor- 
rect me if I am wrong, Mr. Frazier—would be whether this property 
is needed within the State of X for health, education, or civil defense 
purposes, and the property would then be transferred for these three 
alternative purposes, rather than having the Federal agency to de- 
termine which of them it should be donated for, subject to Federal 
standards which would be worked out. 

Senator Corron. It seems to me you have confirmed my impression 
that you determine simply that certain items of property are needed 
in such a State, either for hospitals, or schools, or bor civil defense, 
and you will send them on and let the State make the determination 
as between the various claimants. 

It would be made after the property got there at the State level, 
would it not? 

Mr. Hier. I believe the situation would be clarified by saying that 
recipients of this donable property, the individual local schools, the 
local school districts, the local health organizations, do not come under 
the jurisdiction of any Federal agency but are purely local institutions, 
and if you consider that the property will be turned over then to the 
State agency-—— } 

Senator Corron. What State agency ? 
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Mr. Hitirr. A State agency for surplus property which is organized 
within the State pursuant to existing law and which performs the 
function of receiving the property from the Federal agencies, and 
then making distribution to the various local schools within the State. 

Senator Corron. How does the State agency indicate to you or 
some other Federal authority what its needs are which causes you to 
allocate certain properties to them? 

Don’t they represent to you that they need certain things for schools 
or for hospitals and that they need certain things for civil defense 
activities within their State? 

Mr. Hier. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Corron. And then when you send it to them, isn’t it a result 
of a determination which you have made which certainly takes into 
consideration the respective needs and requirements of charity and 
beneficiary institutions and the civil defense in that State? 

Mr. Hirierr. That is correct. 

Senator Corron. And when they get it there has been a certain 
determination of need made in Washington before it starts, before 
the property goes there? 

Mr. Lenn. Probably if I just explain the process very briefly it 
would help to answer your question. 

For example, when all this surplus is desired, there are lists of all 
this property. Our people generally are either hospital trained people 
or educators. 

They examine this property, and very frequently the State also does 
so through a cooperative agreement. 

We know generally the types of things that are usable, then too 
the States advise us as to the types of things they can use. These 
lists are forwarded to the States after we have screened them to see 
that the items are usable to the States. The States then make their 
own determination as to whether or not there is a need in that State 
for these items. 

They today make the decision between who shall receive the prop- 
erty, a hospital or a school, in relation to the criteria that the State 
itself has established. 

So all we would do in addition under this proposal is to add one 
more category—that of civil defense—it is assumed that the State 
organization would have its staff people who had competent knowledge 
allocate the property. If there were a disagreement a board could be 
established of a health representative, an educator, and a civil defense 
representative to settle the problem. 

Generally the needs are not so close that it is too difficult to make 
a determination 

Senator Corron. Perhaps we are making a mountain out of a mole- 
hill, but the fact remains that your Department receives certain infor- 
mation, the Civil Defense has certain information, other Federal 
agencies, including General Services receive information that comes 
from X State indicating that they need various things for their schools 
and hospitals and that they also need the same or different things for 
their civil-defense activities. 

Now, you release to the State certain amounts of certain commodities 
or instruments in accordance with those representations. 

After this material arrives at X State, based on representations as 
to requirements of hospitals and schools on the one hand and civil 
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defense on the other, can X State take it and then change their minds 
and give it all to the hospitals and schools or all to the civil defense 
on their own authority ? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. We do not determine for the State. It is 
the State’s responsibility to make its distribution after we have made 
the allocation. 

Senator Corron. So that I revert to what I originally said—and 
I don’t mean this is necessarily a bad feature—but under this bill any 
conflict of interest or controversy that. might arise between Civil De- 
fense and your Department could first have a determination in Wash- 
ington and have to be done through all over again when it gets to 
X State. 

Mr. Lunp. Not quite, basically, except you take out the Federal 
Government. 

We would not make a determination here as to what its use might 
be, if it fell in any one of the categories, hospitals, education, or civil 
defense, we leave that entirely to the discretion of the State. 

Senator Corton. I want to get this clear. If, occasionally, there 
should be a conflict of interest between the civil defense and the edu- 
cational or health institutions, that conflict under this bill would be 
settled at the State level. 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. Your statement is correct. Our experience 
has been that the State people know the needs of the State. They 
bring in the parties who are involved, and to date we have had no 
serious problem in its distribution, because there is an effort made, a 
very definite effort on behalf of each State administrator to do an 


equitable job of distribution in relation to need. 

It is also possible to. develop certain need factors—for example, a 
burned-out school would have priority over any other, because they 
have no school facilities—or a hospital which needs a standby engine— 
we would assume that Federal defense in an instance of that kind 
would grant that in relation to their program a standby engine for 
power or a boiler needed by a stg, 


Senator Corron. As you see the workings of this bill, should it be- 
come the law, all that any State does is to certify to a proper authority 
in Washington, “We need such and such things for our hospitals or our 
schools, we need such and such things for civil defense.” Then they 
are allocated. 

But do you go into any detail? Is it contemplated that under this 
bill the Federal agencies. would go to any detail to check the need as 
represented by the State, or check whether their hospitals needed these 
various things, or their schools, or whether the civil defense needed 
them, before you made the allocation of the materials? 

Mr. Lunp. Generally speaking, we would not. We do not go be- 
hind the eertifieation of a nsible authority in the State. 

We have one other melactate however, and it is found also in the 
aw. 

That. is of equitable distribution to States on the school and health 
program. 

Senator Corron. How in the world are you going to determine 
what is equitable unless you make some examination of the needs ? 

T am not necessarily inquiring that these perfectly responsible and 
respectable authorities in the States would falsify their requests, but 
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it is not unheard of for States to ask for more than they really need so 
they will be sure and get their share over some other State. 

What are you going to do about that? 

Mr. Lunp. On that we do a review of each State’s operation once a 
year, and if we found that allocations were made excessively, or were 
not needed, or were stockpiled, we would ask them to either transfer 
to another State that needed it, or to sell it to the account of the 
Government. 

There is also a compliance program for given items. 

Senator Corron. In other words, you review what they have done 
with what they have received, rather than to attempt to project into 
the future what they are going to need and test their requests that way ¢ 

Mr. Lunp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hitter. In addition to that, Senator, we have what we believe 
to be another safeguard. Under the provisions for minimum stand- 
ards which are prescribed by us for operation of State agencies, we 
have established certain requirements for State agencies to demon- 
strate the methods that they use for determining need within their 
States. So, for example, we look in our minimum requirements for 
such procedures as the States may use for circulating questionnaires 
among the schools and health institutions within the State which would 
evince the information regarding the types of things that the schools 
and the health institutions need. 

Senator Corron. I have just an observation I would like to make on 
that, Mr. Chairman. 

If this contest or this scramble, if there is such a thing takes place 
within the State, I can visualize, based on what I know of my own 
State, that the Civil-Defense organization may very well come out at 
the little end of the horn, because I think the public pressure and the 
public realization of the necessity and the importance is much more 
developed in the matter of hospitals and schools and other things— 
and that is quite justified—than it is in the matter of the vital need 
of civil defense. And I can visualize where, under the system of 
sending this to the State and letting the State authorities divide it, 
= Federal Civil Defense Administration might find itself the orphan 
child. 

Do you want to comment on that ? 

Mr. Lunn. Yes. Now, we are not fully aware of all complications 
in the adding of civil defense to this program, because we do not 
know all the details. We can say, however, that we as well as they— 
because we work cooperatively under certain specific legislation with 
respect to disasters, have had a bit of experience. 

It is my judgment that the types of things that are essential to civil 
defense—for example, let’s take standby engines—maybe some steam 
shovels or caterpillars for moving dirt, and so forth—they would not 
generally be needed by schools or hospitals. Crutches, certain reserve 
beds, all of that kind of thing, shovels, picks, items that can be used 
for housing such as tents, clothing that might be essential generally 
are not taken by schools, but which may be desired to stockpile for 
civil defense—certain other types of equipment, lifts, standby trucks— 
the schools use these but only in limited quantities. 

Now, if there is a surplus of these items, obviously, it would not 
interfere. You are raising, Senator, exactly the question that was 
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raised at the time this program was expanded from the educa- 
tional side alone to the health and hospital side. And we were wor- 
ried that the hospitals would not get their fair share. Generally 
speaking we have not in the past years, to my knowledge, had a single 
complaint from a single hospital that its share of needs has not been 
met. 

The people in the field are a service organization, and the States, in 
our judgment, have done a fair and equitable job. Now, we are not 
sure of their position with respect to this matter. But I feel qualified 
that their thinking is the same as ours, that we are here together for 
the purpose of making the best possible use of Government surplus 
property in civil defense, and its relative re is as important 
as any other factor on the basis of which we make distribution. 

Does that answer your question, sir ‘ 

Senator Corron. I am very much interested in what you say. And 
I thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Krennepy. I am glad that Senator Cotton brought this up. 
It seemed to me that it was important that the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare be assured that its basic program would not 
be interefered with by the passage of this bill. 

Do you feel there is sufficient protection in the bill and in the rela- 
tions it establishes in the States so that your programs for hospitals 
and schools will continue as before ¢ 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. We have confidence in the operation of the 
State agencies, in their judgment that within their jurisdiction, prop- 
erty will be equitably distributed. Now, there may come a time when 
this surplus falls off and you get to a point which we do not know or 
do not anticipate. But, I am speaking of the conditions as we know 
them at the present. And we feel that there is adequate protection 
in this in relation to the varying differences of needs. 

There will be some duplication of requests and there will be some 
vying for property. But I don’t believe it will be serious. 

Senator Kennepy. After the bill has been in effect for a year or 
two, we might be able to make a better judgment of that. 

Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. I have nothing. 

Senator Kennepy. Any further comments / 

Mr. Hitter. One further comment, if I may, for the sake of clari- 
fying the record. There was some discussion during the testimony 
of the representatives of the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
regarding minimum standards as they are applicable to the donees or 
recipients. That is somewhat inaccurate. 

e minimum standards that have been established for State agen- 
cies in connection with the administration of the health and educa- 
tional aspects of the donation program are established for the State 
agencies and not for the subsequent donees or distributees. In the 
same way, since the same agencies would be handling distribution of 
the donable property for civil defense as well as health and education, 
the same words would be applicable to the identical State agencies, 
but not to any subsequent State civil-defense organizations. 

Senator Kmnnepy. The responsibility, then, becomes the local agen- 
cy’s responsibility rather than yours ? 

Mr. Hreier. That is correct. 
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Senator Kennepy. Mr. Frazier. 

Mr. Frazier. I would like to make one comment in relation to the 
$2,500 items. It has been our experience over the past 6 months that 
less than 1 percent of the items being donated have an acquisition cost 
of over $2,500. So I think the subcommittee should understand, then, 
that the terms and conditions we are permitted to place on items over 
$2,500 are on property which would not be applicable to about 99 per 
cent of the property. In other words, there are no strings, as you 
might-say, other than the State certification and the school certification 
on 99 percent of the property. 

Senator Kennepy. What restrictions or conditions did you attach 
to items costing over $2,500? 

Mr. Frazrer. Over $2,500 cannot be sold, leased—or otherwise dis- 
posed of without approval for a period of 4 years—must be used for 
health or education purposes. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you think there is any value in HEW’s efforts 
to have the $2,500 lowered ? 

Mr. Frazier. We haven't come to any conclusion as yet. When we 
do, we expect to come back and inform the subcommittee of our views. 

Senator Kennepy. If it only hits 1 percent, it doesn’t affect very 
much the material that passed iiienl your hands. On the other 
hand, I suppose that civil defense would have about the same problem 
that you do. In other words, if $2,500 is satisfactory to you, I suppose 
it is satisfactory to them. Or would you think there was some 
distinction ? 

Mr. Frazier. There might be some room there for discussion. But 
since we don’t have very much experience as yet on it, I think perhaps 
it could be deferred until later. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you for your help in preparing this bill. 

Mr. Exiensocen. Mr. Chairman, in our report on the committee 
print, which I think is the same as your bill, we recognize—we said we 
would have no objection if the subcommittee should decide to not 
require, not have, this $2,500 figure in relation to civil defense. 

In other words, we do not feel that symmetry in this particular 
aspect is essential. We did oppose a $2,500 limit or any such limit 
when Public Law 61 was before this committee. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. 

Mr. John Thomas, Director of Personal Property Utilization, and 
Mr. Charles W. Gasque, Assistant General Counsel, General Services 
Administration, are our next witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN THOMAS, DIRECTOR OF PERSONAL PROPERTY 
UTILIZATION; ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES W. GASQUE, JR., 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, PERSONAL PROPERTY DIVISION, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Gasque. Senator Kennedy, we do not have a prepared 
statement. 

At the start I would like to express to you, however, the regrets of 
our Administrator at his inability to be here at this hearing today. 

Likewise, we had hoped that our General Counsel, Mr. Elliott, 
could be here. He has been detained, although he may come in before 
the hearing is concluded. 
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In general, sir, we are in accord with the overall concept of S. 3693. 
As you know, we have had the ea we deeply ap- 
preciate—of working with the staff of your subcommittee on your 
proposed changes of the House version of the bill. 

GSA is in accord with the provisions of the bill which you have 
now introduced as S. 3693. 

In passing, I would like to say—and this is without the benefit of 
any agency consultation or discussion—and also without having had 
a chance to obtain the views of the Bureau of the Budget—with 
respect to the amendment which has been offered today to your bill, 
that I believe GSA would oppose any amendment at this time to 
the bill. 

As you know, sir, your subcommittee has had before it many bills 
suggesting the extension of the donation program for various interests 
such as the 4-H Clubs and other worthwhile organizations. 

GSA has consistently opposed a piecemeal extension of the donation 
program from the standpoint of the Government’s interest in the 
efficient administration of the donation program. 

We believe, however, as you know, sir, that Federal Civil Defense 
is a different sort of a program, and rightly deserves to be brought 
into the present donable program. 

Now, if there are any questions that you would like to ask, sir, as to 
detailed operations of our surplus disposal program, Mr. Thomas here 
will be very glad to answer them. 

Senator Sicientere. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. No questions. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator Martin? 


Senator Martin. No questions. 

Senator Kennepy. How much money does the Government realize 
each month from the sale of surplus property ¢ 

Mr. Tuomas. The figures on that I can furnish _ Senator (see 


p. 44). In the beginning let me say they are all based upon acquisition 
costs. We don’t have it broken down to a monthly basis. 

Each agency reports to us as required by our regulation on a 
quarterly basis. 

I believe I have a copy of the second quarter. I don’t have it 
per down in detail as to agencies, it will have to be government- 
wide, 

This is for the first two quarters of the fiscal year 1956. The over- 
all, other than scrap and salvage, the average return now runs 
approximately 7.6 percent. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you have that by dollars? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes; I do have. 

I _ give you the overall return figure. I don’t have the complete 
details. 

Senator Kennepy. That is all right. 

Mr. THomas. The overall figures other than scrap and salvage is 
$684,721,259. 

Senator Kennepy. What are the mechanics of working out your 
program with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare at 
the present time? 

Mr. Tuomas, Our operational program is a decentralized operation 
by regional office. We have a good, complete program as far as control 
of property and what we will service them with. e service them with 
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what property is at the time surplus by furnishing copies of the lists 
and reports of surplus property. 

We im turn, as indicated here before, screen that property as to its 
potential use for education and health. If a standard certification 
comes back to us as to the need, we usually approve that donation and 
return it to them, and through them to the State. 

The program has been very successful; we have had very few 
hitches in—minor discrepancies, of course—operation problems that 
do come up. But in general it has run very smoothly. The figures on 
donation I can give you here, if you would like them, as to what we 
tabulated actually has been approved for donation to the schools. 

At the end of the first 9 months it has been running at the rate of 
$145,600,000. That is on education and health. Under the present 
system we have had no problems of any importance. I would say 
it is running carefully and smoothly. 

We tie into Department of Health, Education, and Welfare not 
only here at the national level, but also at their regional offices and 
our regional office. In many instances they are right in the same city. 

Senator Kennepy. It has been stated that the HEW absorbs about 
7 percent of your surplus. 

Mr. Tuomas. I believe that figure was used by the gentleman that 
preceded me—that percentage was based, was it not, upon the amount 
that they take out of their overall screening ? 

Senator Corron. I think these figures about the amount of surplus 
and how it will be included are most interesting. And I wonder, Mr. 
Chairman, if we might have inserted in the record a little detail so 
that we could get an idea of what this setup is, and how much surplus 


is pee mercer tee: how it is being divided up. 


Mr. HOMAS. I can submit that for the subcommittee, sir, a break- 
down tabulation, for the record. 
(The tabulation referred to is as follows :) 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, FEDERAL SuPPLy SERVICE 


-  BHaecess and surplus personal property 


Governmentwide data taken from quarterly reports (SF-121) submitted to GSA by Federal agencies, for 
United States, its Territories, and possessions only] 


Fiseal year | Wlsnbter 


1955 months) 


. Acquisition cost of total excess property generated fall $1, 622, 020.218 | $1, 013, 006, 697 
. Acquisition cost of total surplus property, other than scrap, sold ___._-] $1, 492, 310, 914 $684, 721, 259 

Proceeds of sale, other than scrap $117, 785, 582 $52, 018, 876 
. Percent of return (item 3+item 2) _..___._- 7.9 7.6 
. Acquisition cost of total surplus disposals, including item 2 above $1, 680, 987, 571 $800, 508, 294 
. Acquisition cost of approved donations of surplus property.._........| $129, 514. 747 1 $83, 814. 675 

Donations as a percentage of total surplus disposals (item 6+ item 5) -- 7.2 | 10. 4 


NDP oon 


1 Op straight projection, this would amount to $167,629,350 iu fiscal year 1956 or a 29-percent increase over 
fiscal year 1955. 


Senator Kennepy. Let us return for a moment to an earlier ques- 
tion. How much of the amount that becomes available to you is now 
taken by HEW? 

Mr. Tuomas. In the fiscal year of 1955, the donation program took 
about 10 percent of the total generations, if I remember correctly. 
That has increased over a period up to this present point. 
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We anticipate that this year they will take about $180 million. But 
as these figures that I have given you would indicate 

Senator Kennepy. What was that figure? 

Mr. Tuomas. About $180 million for this year, fiscal year 1956. But 
I believe that they will take a little bit more than that, based upon a 
review of our operating statistics. 

Senator Kennepy. ‘That is acquisition costs? 

Mr. Tuomas. All of these figures are acquisition costs. 

Senator Kennepy. Have you had any conversation with the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration as to what they might take ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I have,sir. And I have done a small amount of review 
as to the type of items which I think that they might use. 

[ believe in the first 12 months of operation of this type of a pro- 
gram, for civil-defense donation—my best horseback guess would be 
somewhere in the neighborhood of around $40 million. And that is 
certainly just a guess. 

It is dependent, I think, a lot upon the amount of interest exhibited 
by each State. Is each State going to get out and set up this program ¢ 

Senator Kennepy. Of course, that would be only one-fifth of the 
HEW program, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Tuomas. That is right. 

But again, they would be taking, as I see it, from an operational 
standpoint, quite a number of items, and in a volume that hadn’t 
been heretofore normally taken either on the health side or the educa- 
tion side. It is merely a guess. 

Senator Krennepy. In line with the questions asked by Senator 
Cotton, do you think that the present language of the bill is satisfac- 
tory? You don’t feel that it would introduce any unmanageable 
problems in priority ? 

Mr. Tuomas. I would like to see this bill started out in the manner 
in which the language is presently constructed. I would like to try it 
on that basis. It is a good starting point, and from our past experi- 
ence, I think we can work it out without too much difficulty. 

Senator Kennepy. I think that is very helpful, and we appreciate 
your both coming here today. 

Mr. Tuomas. I will furnish that information to the subcommittee. 
(See p. 27.) 

Senator Krennepy. Fine. 

The next witness is Mr. E. O. Rolland, national chairman, National 
Association of State Agencies for Surplus Property. 


STATEMENT OF E. 0. ROLLAND, NATIONAL CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AGENCIES FOR SURPLUS PROPERTY 


Mr. Rotzanp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am E. O. Rolland, 
Chairman of the National Association of State Agencies for Surplus 
Frogema I am also the supervisor of the surplus property section of 


the Florida Development Commission, in Tallahassee, Fla. 

The following statement is submitted on behalf of the National 
Association of State Agencies for Surplus Property, an association 
representing 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. These agencies are responsible 
for the administration and operation of the State programs established 
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for the distribution of Federal surplus personal property to health 
and educational institutions. 

The association is in substantial agreement with the intent and pur- 
pose of S. 3693. We wish to congratulate the members of this sub- 
eee on the effective manner in which the proposed bill has been 

repared. 
r The primary purpose of this bill would be to authorize civil defense 
organizations to be eligible to receive allocations of Federal surplus 
personal property on an equal basis with education and health. 

Based upon 10 years’ experience in the administration and operation 
of the surplus property program at the State level, the association 
respectfully submits the following points for further consideration 
by the subcommittee: 

1. The responsibility for the administration and operation of the 
program at the Federal level must be assigned to a single Federal 


agency. 

2. Ri property should be channeled through the existing State 
agency designated by State law or Executive order, and no property 
should be channeled to any eligible applicant on a direct Fedeeal. 
local basis. 

3. We believe that the Congress should retain the sole authority for 
determining eligibility and that the present practice of determining 
eligibility now exercised by the Secretary of Defense should cease. 

I request that this statement be included in the hearings. 

Senator Kennepy. Without objection, it will be so ordered. 

Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. This second point of your recommendation brings 
= a matter that I thought was very good. You did not have the idea 
of direct local contact ? 

Mr. Rotianp. The thinking on that came about as a result of several 
potential problems that could develop, particularly during the interim 
period after the enactment of this pending bill and law, and prior to 
establishing by State legislation the single State agency. 

At present there are some State agencies operating under Executive 
order, and not State law. 

Senator Marrrn. That is what you are aiming at, that is what you 
had in mind? 

Mr. Rowxianp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martrn. Do you have any suggestions for change? 

Mr. Rottanp. We merely brought out the fact that if the bill 
designated—existing State agencies authorized by State law or Execu- 
tive order, that would clarify the point. The present State agencies 
would immediately step into the picture; there would be no necessity 
for interim procedures or practices, or some other State agencies to be 
established during the interim period until the State legislature could 
enact State legislation. 

There is the possibility that the State legislature might meet and 
not enact legislation establishing a single State agency. This situa- 
tion would necessitate means by which the agency could exist and 
continue to function on the program. It could be handled by Execu- 
tive order, as well as State law. 
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Senator Martin. Do you have a specific suggestion for modification 
of the bill? 

Mr. Rotianp. I believe the insertion of the words after “desig- 
nated by State law,” the words, “or Executive order” would clarify it. 

Senator Martin. The interpretation is that they can do it by Execu- 
tive order? 

Mr. Rotuanp. Yes, they could. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Shriver wants to ask a question or two. 

Mr. Suriver. Mr. Rolland, is this statement or “points for commit- 
tee consideration,” as you refer to it, a resolution which has been ap- 
proved by your group? 

Mr. Rotianv. Do you mean the four points that we gave you 
before, or the statement that I gave to the secretary this morning? 

Mr. Surtver. The statement you read this morning. 

Mr. Rotzanp. That is for the record and in a statement from the 
national association. 

Mr. Suriver. The other question I want to ask you is in connection 
with item one which suggests that the responsibility for the adminis- 
tration and operation oF the program at the Federal level must be 
assigned to a single Federal agency. Is that any different from the 
way it iso perated now—or does this propose to make any changes in 


the way it S operating at the present time? 

Mr. Rotianp. Well, there is a question in the minds of the State 
agencies the way the bill is written, is it permissive legislation or it is 
mandatory that this cooperation between the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration and the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare be brought about. 


Mr. Suriver. For the record I would like to answer that question, 
and also insert in the record a copy of the statutory provisions of 
sections 201 (b), 401 (c), 401 (e), and 405 of the Federal Civil De- 
fense Act of 1950 which are referred to in subparagraph (4) of this 
bill. This part of the bill specifically provides that— 

The provisions of sections 201 (b), 401 (c), 401 (e), and 405 of the Federal Civil 
Defense Act of 1950, as amended, shall apply to the performance by the Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator of his responsibilities under this section. 

Mr. Chairman, it is our interpretation of this part of the bill and 
the Federal Civil Defense Act that the Administrator of Civil Defense 
is required to delegate certain functions and activities to other Fed- 
eral departments and agencies, utilize the services of other agencies, 
reimburse other agencies for services performed, utilize existing Fed- 
eral, State, and local organizations, and so forth, in car rying out his 
responsibility under the law. It seems to me that the only exception 
to this is that in certain instances where he could not do what is 
required, he could go to the President and request the issuance of an 
Executive order. 

Mr. Cuareman. I think it may be advisable to insert a copy of the 
above-cited sections of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 in the 
record, 

Senator Kennepy. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The document refered to is as follows :) 


TITLE II—POWERS AND DUTIES 
DETAILED FUNCTIONS OF ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 201. The Administrator is authorized, in order to carry out the above- 
mentioned purposes, to— 

(b) delegate, with the approval of the President, to the several depart- 
ments and agencies of the Federal Government appropriate civil defense re- 
sponsibilities, and review and coordinate the civil defense activities of the 
departments and agencies with each other and with the activities of the 


States and neighboring countries; 
* * ae * a. & - 


TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY 


Sec. 401. For the purpose of carrying out his powers and duties under this Act, 
the Administrator is authorized to— 

(ce) utilize the services of Federal agencies and, with the consent of any 
State or local government, accept and utilize the services of State and local 
civil agencies; establish and utilize such regional and other offices as may be 
necessary ; utilize such voluntary and uncompensated services by individuals 
or organizations as may from time to time be needed; and authorize the 
States to establish and organize such individuals and organizations into units 
to be known collectively as the United States Civil Defense Corps: Provided, 
That the members of such corps shall not be deemed by reason of such mem- 
bership to be appointees or employees of the United States ; 

(e) reimburse any Federal agency for any of its expenditures or for com- 
pensation of its personnel and utilization or consumption of its materials and 
facilities under this Act to the extent funds are available; 
~ = + w *~ e o 


UTILIZATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES 


Sec. 405. In performing his duties, the Administrator shall (1) cooperate with 
the various departments and agencies of the Government; (2) utilize to the 
maximum extent the existing facilities and resources of the Federal Government, 
and, with their consent, the facilities and resources of the States and local 
political subdivisions thereof, and of other organizations and agencies; and (3) 
refrain from engaging in any form of activity which would duplicate or parallel 
activity of any other Federal department or agency unless the Administrator, with 
the written approval of the President, shall determine that such duplication is 
necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Act. 

Mr. Rotianp. If I may, Mr. Chairman, there is one thought that I 
would like to express. And I would like to speak as a representative 
of the State of Florida. 

The thought has been voiced here several times on the way the prop- 
erty is handled, and you might say, located. The impression may 
have been given that the State agencies present a “want list” of the 
yrerny ‘desired, and then HEW allocates the properties to the 

tates. Actually, from an operational basis, through cooperative 
agreements with HEW, the State agencies have extensive staffs and 
do a great deal of fieldwork in locating this property, and in report- 
ing these properties to HEW with recommendations as to their 
need and usability for the purposes authorized by Congress. 

Mr. Surtver. Now, Mr. Rolland, I would like to ask you another 
question regarding the points you have listed in this statement. Item 
No. 3 refers to the determination of the eligibility now exercised by the 
Secretary of Defense. What did you have in mind, or what was the 
purpose of that suggestion ? 
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Mr. Rotxanp. Institutions of special interest to the Department of 
Defense do not interpose a problem. Educational activities do pre- 
sent an operational problem. There have been a number of such spe- 
cial groups such as Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, and Camp Fire Girls 
which do present operational problems. There are no Federal laws 
authorizing such donations. We are of the opinion that such dona- 
tions have been made under a discretionary determination of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. Suriver. In other words, what you are saying is that the Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts, and Camp Fire Girls are now receiving surplus 
personal property under a Department of Defense interpretation of 
section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Service 
Act of 1949, as amended. This section of the law authorizes the Sec- 
retary of Defense to allocate property, which is in his custody, di- 
rectly to schools and military academies of special interest to the 
armed services, and under this authority property is syphoned off 
to Boy Scout and Girl Scout units before the property becomes avail- 
able for health and education. 

Mr. Rotuanp. That is done, yes. 

Mr. Surtiver. That is under existing law ? 

Mr. Rotianp. I don’t know whether there is a law that provides for 
itornot. Isthere? 

Mr. Suriver. There is no law that I know of except the one cited a 
few moments ‘ago. Now subparagraph (2) of this bill merely restates 
what is in Public Law 152, 81st Congress, and Public Law 61, of last 
year, except for the change in line 4, page 3, which would require the 
property to go through the State agency for surplus property. 

Mr. Rotianp. For donations to Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts? 

Mr. Suriver. As I remember it, Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts were not 
enumerated in the law as were schools or colleges of special interest to 
the armed services. 

Mr. Chairman, I have copies of the Defense regulations which lists 
the schools of special interest to the armed services, and, with your 
permission I would like to place them in the record. 

Senator Kennepy. I would like to have that list in the record. 

Mr. Surtver. I have a copy of the Department of Defense regula- 
tions. 

Senator Krennepy. At this point we will put that in the record, 
without objection. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


Navy Property REDISTRIBUTION AND DISPOSAL REGULATION No. 1 
803 DONATIONS 


This paragraph outlines the procedure to be followed in donating personal 
property to service educational activities ; educational and public-health institu- 
tions; State and local governments and nonprofit associations, organizations 
and corporations: and ships sponsors: and the return of property loaned or 
donated to the Navy. Property donated hereunder must be in a surplus cate- 
gory as determined in accordance with the screening provisions of chapter 2 or 4. 
Any need for excess or surplus property expressed by a Federal agency shall be 
paramount to any donation if such need is made known to the holding activity 
prior to shipment or delivery to a donee. 

1. Service Educational Activities. Upon receipt of a written request, surplus 
property determined to be usable and necessary for educational purposes by 
Headquarters Marine Corps, chiefs of bureaus or commanding officers or their 
duly authorized representatives may be donated, without charge for the prop- 
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erty, to the following service educational activities which have been designated 
by the Secretary of Defense as being schools of special interest to the Armed 
Forces: 
Admiral Billard Academy, New London, Conn. 
Admiral Farragut Academy, Pine Beach, N. J. 
Admiral Farragut Academy, St. Petersburg, Fla. 
Augusta Military Academy, Fort Defiance, Va. 
Bolles School, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Bordentown Military Institute, Bordentown, N. J. 
Brown Military Academy, San Diego, Calif. 
California Maritime Academy, Vellejo, Calif. 
Camp Fire Girls, Inc., 16 East 48th Street, New York 17, N. Y. 
Castle Heights Military Academy, Lebanon, Tenn. 
Columbia Military Academy, Columbia, Tenn. 
Culver Military Academy, Culver, Ind. 
Fishburne Military School, Waynesboro, Va. 
Fork Union Military Academy, Fork Union, Va. 
Georgia Military Academy, College Park, Ga. 
Greenbrier Military School, Lewisburg, W. Va. 
Howe Military School, Howe, Ind. 
Kamehameha School for Boys, Honolulu, T. H. 
Kentucky Military Institute, Lyndon, Ky. 
La Salle Military Academy, Oakdale, Long Island, N. Y. 
Maine Maritime Academy, Castine, Me. 
Marmion Military Academy, Aurora, III, ; 
Massachusetts Maritime Academy, State Pier, Buzzard’s Bay, Mass. 
Massanutten Military Academy, Woodstock, Va. 
Missouri Military Academy, Mexico, Mo. 
Morgan Park Military Academy, Chicago, Il. 
National Headquarters, Civil Air Patrol, Inc., Bolling Air Force Base, 
Washington, D. C. 
National Headquarters, Boy Scouts of America, 2 Park Avenue, New York 
16, N. Y. 
National Headquarters, Girl Scouts of America, 155 East 44th Street, New 
York 17, N. Y. 
New York State Maritime Academy, Fort Schuyler, Bronx, New York, N. Y. 
New York Military Academy, Cornwall-on-Hudson, N. Y. 
Northwestern Military and Naval Academy, Walworth, Wis. 
Oak Ridge Military Institute, Oakridge, N. C. 
Porter Military Academy, Charleston, 8. C. 
Riverside Military Academy, Gainesville, Ga. 
Sewanee Military Academy, Sewanee, Tenn. 
Shattuck School, Faribault, Minn. 
Staunton Military Academy, Staunton, Va. 
St. John’s Military Academy, Delafield, Wis. 
St. Joseph’s College and Military Academy, Hays, Kans. 
St. Thomas Military Academy, St. Paul, Minn. 
Tabor Academy, Marion, Mass. 
Tennessee Military Institute, Sweetwater, Tenn. 
Texas Military Institute, San Antonio, Tex. 
The Manlius School, Manlius, N. Y. 
Western Military Academy, Alton, III. 
The written request or application shall contain as a minimum (i) name of desig- 
nated educational activity; (ii) eomplete identification of personal property re- 
quested; (iii) certification by the designated educational activity that personal 
property requested is usable and necessary to it; and (iv) authorization by the 
Headquarters Marine Corps, chief of the bureau (or SDCP), or commanding off- 
eer, or their duly authorized representative, that excess personal property re- 
quested is approved for donation if and when the property becomes surplus to 
the Government. 

All property must be in a surplus category before it can be donated. Accord- 
ingly, nonreportable items which have been determined bureau excess and re- 
portable items which have been determined surplus are eligible for immediate 
donation.’ However, for any reportable items of activity excess property which 
have not previously been determined surplus and which are desired by a service 
educational activity, a notation shall be made on the Standard Form 120 that 
the.property -is.desired for donation to a service educational activity and the 
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approved written request or application shall be attached to the declaration. 
The declaration will be forwarded through regular sereening channels to the 
Surplus Materials Division. Provided ne need for the property is expressed with- 
in the Department of Defense, or by any Federal agency while being screened by 
the Federal Supply Service and the appropriate notation is made on the declara- 
tion, the GSA regional office will release the property as surplus to the holding 
activity for donation to the service educational activity without making it 
available for screening by the Department of Health, Biucation and Welfare 
for donation to educational and public health institutions. The donee shall be 
required to pay all costs of care, handling, packing and transportation incident 
to the donation. 

In some instances, service educational activities, such as the Boy Scout and 
Girl Seout organizations and the Civil Air Patrol, have made arrangements to 
centrally screen reportable items through receipt of consolidated excess listings 
from Surplus Materials Division. Applications for desired items will then be 
submitted by the donee to Surplus Materials Division which, if approved, will 
note on the Standard Form 120 that the property is desired for donation to a 
service educational activity. In the event no other Federal agency desires the 
property, through screening by Federal Supply Service, the Federal Supply Serv- 
ice will release the property as surplus, together with the application. The 
holding activity will request shipping instructions from the applicant and donate 
the property accordingly. 

2. Educational and public health institutions. The Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare is responsible for determining the overall requirements of 
educational and public-health institutions for donable property on the basis 
of needs and utilization. 


ARMY REGULATIONS 


16. Donations to service educational activities.—See AR 755-5 for definitions.— 
a. Requests from recognized service educational activities for donations of 
donable surplus property will be in writing, signed by the head of the activity or, 


in his name, by a person so authorized to act (except as in (1), (2), (3), and (4) 
below) and will include a complete list of the items requested and a statement 
that the items are usable and necessary for the recognized activities of the or- 
ganization or institution. The request will contain an acknowledgement of the 
responsibility, in case the material is not placed in use within a reasonable time 
or becomes excess to the requirements of the educational activity, to notify the 
Department of the Army that the material is not needed and make it available 
for return without cost. 

(1) Requests for donation to the Civil Air Patrol must emanate from, or 
bear the approval of, the national headquarters of that organization or an 
Air Force-Civil Air Patrol liaison officer. 

(2) Requests for donations from the Boy Scouts of America, including 
the Sea Scouts and the Air Explorers Division, must bear the approval of 
the National council of the Boy Scouts of America or a regional office of 
that organization. 

(3) Requests for donations from the Girl Scouts of the United States of 
America must bear the approval of the national headquarters or a regional 
office of that organization. 

(4) Requests for donations from the Camp Fire Girls, Inc., must bear the 
approval of the local board or executive committee and must be signed by 
the executive director of the council making the request. 

(5) Upon receipt of a request from a local organization of the Boy Scouts 
of America ; the Girl Scouts of the United States of America; or the Camp 
Fire Girls, Inc., the property will be held for a period not to exceed 15 days 
to permit the local organization to secure necessary approval as required by 
(2), (8), and (4) above. 


Arm Force REGULATIONS 
(AFM 67-1, Vol. XIII, July 1, 1953] 
DONATION TO EpUCcATION ACTIVITIES 


a. Donable property, in custody of the base disposal officer, may, upon receipt 
of a request, approved by an approving authority as prescribed in paragraph 146, 
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section 5, be donated to education activities designated to be of special interest 
to the Department of Defense. * * * 


* ~ * “ * * © 

f. Boy Scouts and Girl Seouts. Written “Application for Donation,” to Boy 
Scouts and Girl Scouts of America and their affiliated organizations, must be 
certified by the applicable regional director and approved by the appropriate Air 
Force Headquarters, as shown in Supplement VI, Section 3. 

Mr. Suriver. The other point that I wanted to make, Mr. Chairman, 
was that paragraph 2, of this bill contains identical language as is 
now in Public Law 61, except for the words, “the appropriate State 

Agency for distribution to” on lines 4 and 5, page 3 of the bill and 
a paragraph change on line 8 

The reference to “the appropriate State agency” was placed in the 
bill to funnel all of the property through a single organization in 
each State. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Rolland, do you know the value of the 
property distributed by the Department of Defense for the Boy Scouts 
and Girl Scouts? 

Mr. Rotzanp. No, I do not. I believe GSA has those figures. 

Senator Kennepy. How can you decide on the local basis where 
the property will go, as far as the division between health and educa- 
tion is concerned? Is there any problem about priority ? 

Mr. Rotianp. We have experienced no problem. We feel that if 
the property is equitably distributed, there is no problem. This is 
the consensus of all the State agencies for surplus property. A pri- 
ority would present more pr oblems than it would relieve. 

Senator Kennepy. You feel that your agencies should continue to 
have the distribution of this surplus property, and that the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration can be represented in your agencies ; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Rotianp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. And you feel that it will not present an impos- 
sible task to decide the priorities between civil defense and education 
and health ? 

Mr. Rotxanp. In my personal opinion, I don’t believe there would 
be any problem on that in Florida. We handle it for health and edu- 
cation ; there has been no conflict so far. 

The institutions come in and screen the properties available and 
select what they need for their own respective requirements. We have 
had no conflict. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you favor this bill ? 

Mr. Rotxanp. In its intent and purpose; yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. As it is drafted, with the exception of the three 
points you have made? 

Mr. Rotuanp. Yes, sir. 

(Mr. Rolland later submitted a letter for insertion in the record. 
(See p. 66.) ) 

Senator Kennepy. Do you have anything additional ¢ 

Mr. ExL.ensBocen. I am not sure I heard correctly, but if I under- 
stood correctly, was there a suggestion by Mr. Zolland for channeling 
all of the property to a State surplus distribution agency, a single one 
in each State, rather than have direct Federal-State relationships? 
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That is now in the bill, as I read it. It is on page 2, lines 15 to 20, 
and it says: 

No such property shall be transferred for use within any State except to the 
State agency designated under State law for the purpose of distributing, in con- 
formity with the provisions of this subsection, all property allocated under this 
subsection for use within such State. 

In other words, no property would be directly distributed under this 
section, as I read it, directl y by a Federal agency to a donee; it would 
have to go to a State omen property distribution agency. 

One other point I would like to make is on the question of State law 
or Executive order. 

The bill on page 2, line 17, doesn’t say “by State law” ; it says “under 
State law.” And as we interpret that, that would mean either by the 
terms of a State statute or by the terms of whatever administrative 
order the governor, let us say, may promulgate, under the authority 
that he has, pursuant to State law. 

We now interpret the phase “by State law,” in section 203 (j) as it is 
today, exactly that way. 

Mr. Suriver. In connection with the first point that you raised, 
Mr. Ellenbogen, your thought is that the interpretation of the lan- 
guage on page 2 is that no property will be distributed except through 
a single State agency. Is that correct? 

Mr. Ex.ensocen. Yes, sir; except for a transition period. 

Mr. Suriver. As provided in section 5? 

Mr. Ex.tensocen. Yes. That is to take care of the fact that you— 
we don’t know whether it is a fact, but there may be 1 or 2 States, 
or perhaps more, that will have to move to establish a statewide over- 
all surplus property distribution agency, and the bill is so written as 
not to deny that interim opportunity of the State to get property, so 
long as it does that in due course. 

Mr. Suriver. Now, in connection with the second comment you 
made—and this was in connection with the insertion of the words, 
“executive order,” on page 2, and the changes on page 5 and 7—your 
feeling is that the phrase “under State law” encompasses “executive 
order,” or any other order of legal authority ? 

Mr. Ex.ensocen. That is true. It is even clearer than under 
existing law. 

We now interpret the phrase “designated by State law” to include 
designations under Executive order; this bill is even clearer. But 
if the subcommittee wishes to make it explicit, I see no objection, 
except that some governor might do it some other way than by Execu- 
tive order. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you for coming. 

Would Mr. George Mullins, of the Bureau of the Budget, and Mr. 
Robert Keller, of the General Accounting Office, step forward a 
moment, 

It is my understanding, gentlemen, that you do not have prepared 
statements, but you would be glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. Keller, as I understand it, the General Accounting Office has no 
objection ? 
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STATEMENTS OF GEORGE MULLINS, CHIEF, GENERAL SERVICES 
GROUP, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET, AND ROBERT KELLER, ASSISTANT TO THE 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Kexier. That is right. We participated with the subcommittee 
staff, and we have no objection to the legislation as precety drafted. 

We participated in it, as generally drawn, and we have no objections 
to it. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Mullins, from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Muuurins. We have no objections to the bill. We have had a 
suggestion that perhaps the $2,500 limitation should have some con- 
sideration to determine whether the situation is the same with respect 
to civil defense as it is with respect to health and education. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Frazier raised a point that only about 1 per- 
cent of the property that they dealt with was valued over about $2,500. 
Why would there be any difference in the problem facing Civil De- 
fense if the property is being distributed under Civil Defense, and 
Health, Education, and Welfare? 

Mr. Mututns. The purpose of this $2,500 limitation was to simplify 
the effort of having some sort of a compliance program to determine 
that these properties, after they were donated, were used for the pur- 
poses that the law provides. And, in order to keep from spending 
too much money, in order to donate property, this limitation was put 
in a year ago. 


Now, it isn’t very much of a on it only applies to less than 


1 percent of the items. We feel that at least there is a possibility— 
we haven’t had any experience on this either—but at least there is 
a possibility that the situation for civil defense is different, beeause 
the program of civil defense will be to some extent, at least, a standb 

rogram, we will be storing items over long periods of time, there will 
ve problems of deterioration if they stay in stock too long, there will 
have to be some way of rotating them so that we won’t lose them by 
just keeping them too long—that and related problems of long-term 
storage would mean that perhaps there stench be a lowering of that 
$2,500 limit in the case of civil defense. 

I want to emphasize that this is not a very positive feeling; we have 
no facts upon which to base this. We merely offer it as something 
should have some consideration. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martrn. I have no questions, 

Senator Kennepy. In other words, it isn’t a hard and fast. recom- 
mendation? It would be satisfactory to the Bureau of the Budget 
if it were left at $2,500, and after a year or two of experience we could 
reexamine it ? 

Mr. Mutttins. I believe we could all afford to learn something about 
it before we take a definite stand, and I believe it would be better to 
have more experience and have another look. 

Senator Martin. We would like to hear from you later if you have 
any change to suggest. We don’t want to disturb this now unless you 
have some very strong conviction in the matter. 
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Senator Kennepy. We appreciate you both standing by this morn- 
ing. Thank you very much. 

I am placing in the record, without objection, a statement of Mr. 
Miles. D. Kennedy, director, national legislative commission, the 
American Legion, and I will leave the record open for inclusion of 
statements by other interested persons. 

(The statement of Mr. Miles D. Kennedy is as follows :) 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. Jonn F. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR KENNEDY: Referring to hearings scheduled to be held April 25, 
1956, before the Subcommittee on Reorganization of the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations in connection with S. 3693, I enclose several copies of my 
statement which I would appreciate being given consideration by the sub- 
committee. 

In addition, I would thank you to have the statement incorporated in the 
record of the hearings on this bill which the American Legion supports. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mires D. Kennepy, Director. 


STATEMENT OF Mites D. KenNeEpyY, Director, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, on behalf of the national 
organization of the American Legion I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
you for permitting us to appear in surport of the bill S. 3693. 


The American Legion, since early in World War II, has continued to recoznize 
the vital role of civil defense in our Nation’s defense planning. We, along with 
many of this Nation’s top military and civilian leaders, regard civil defense as 
an equal partner to the military, both in deterring war and in rebounding from 
an attack should war become a reality. 

The weight which we place on civil defense was again evidenced in resolutions 
adorted at our national conventions. In addition to urging our members to exert 
greater effort to their local civil-defense programs, we recommended that the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration be constituted as an executive department 
of the Federal Government. 

Resolution No. 131 contains our recommendation on the distribution of sur~lus 
properties for civil defense use. In summary, this resolution recommended that 
legislation be approved which would make Federal surplus properties available 
to State and territorial civil-defense organizations. 

In preparation for a concerted civil-defense effort which the American Legion 
launched last fall, our national security division sent letters of inquiry to all 
State civil-defense directors. We, very frankly, were quite pleased with the 
renlies on the one hand and distressed on the other. 

Those directors replying—and nearly 75 percent replied by return mail— 
sincerely solicited the American Legion and its Auxiliary’s assistance in this vital 
defense program. They, as well as the Federal Civil Defense Administration in 
Battle Creek, Mich., pledged full support in our planned program. 

The distressing note sounded in some of the letters had to do with the lack of 
resources which were deemed necessary if the directors were to perform their 
jobs effectively. The resources, in most cases, involved money, and, in turn, 
equipment, supplies. etc. 

While the State directors have the responsibility for organizing a sound civil- 
defense program which would serve to protect their citizens and contribute to the 
overall security of the Nation in the event of war, many of the State governments 
have been reluctant or have found it financially impossible to provide more 
adequate funds for the operation of the State programs. 

The American Legion realizes that Federal responsibility in civil defense ceases 
at the State line, generally speaking. However, any material assistance which 
the Federal Government can render to the States beyond that presently under 
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taken, would not only serve to benefit the State involved, but the entire Nation as 
well. 

Today, the rulers of the Soviet Union have in being a growing stockpile of both 
atomic and hydrogen bombs. They have in being the planes needed to deliver 
these weapons against our cities. These facts are both known and accepted by 
our Nation’s leaders both military and civilian. 

If we are to assume that our people and industry will be in a position to sustain 
an attack, civil defense must be recognized as a vital defense program, equal to 
our military. In so doing, the American Legion believes that surplus Government 
property should be placed at their disposal without delay. 

The American Legion is happy to support any measure that will make surplus 
Federal property or supplies available for civil-defense purpose for donation or 
distribution to States, political subdivisions, or local instrumentalities thereof 
for civil-defense purposes. 

Since the passage of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 the American Legion 
has consistently supported this agency, its budget requests, recruitment programs, 
and educational efforts. In our continued support we respectfully request your 
favorable consideration of S. 3693 or any other bill that will accomplish the 
Same purpose. 

(Subsequently, the following letter with attachments, statements A 
and B, was received :) 
MARYLAND CIvit DEFENSE AGENCY, 
Pikesville, Md., April 25, 1956. 
Snbject: Surplus Property, Civil Defense (S. 3693). 
Hon. JoHn F. KennNepy, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator KENNEDY: This letter is not submitted as a part of the 
hearing of April 25 by your subcommittee on this subject, but the two enclosures, 
marked “Statement A and Statement B,’ are submitted for the record in 
accordance with your suggestion to me at the conclusion of today’s hearing. 

However, I do desire to make crystal clear to you, your subcommittee members 
and the committee staff why the National Association of State and Territorial 
Civil Defense Directors, of which I am a member, desired to be present at 
the hearing and why I requested permission to make a brief statement, for which 
there was no time. 

For more than a year I have been the chairman of a special study committee 
on surplus property for our association, endeavoring to work with all concerned 
in the development of a sound and workable program. The importance of this 
type of legislation to civil defense throughout the country was adequately estab- 
lished, I feel, in the House hearings and now seems to be accepted by all agencies 
concerned. However, certuin questions concerning the administration and op- 
eration to effectuate the Congress’ intent are far from clear, as evidenced by 
the questioning at today’s hearing. Some of those questions were not, nor 
could they be, adequately answered by Federal agencies, nor by State surplus 
property agencies from the point of view of State and local civil defense. 

Neither the association, nor I personally, desired to appear at the hearing 
simply for the record, nor for publicity, nor to take up your time with un- 
necessary statements, nor to interfere where we had no responsibility. However, 
this legislation was extremely important to our programs—much more so than 
it would be to the State surplus property agencies. Accordingly, we were most 
anxious to be in attendance if the subcommittee should desire to hear our 
views or if matters arose about which we shou'd be informed. 

Accordingly, when I learned on April 25 of the hearing scheduled for April 
26, through the courtesy of the chairman of the National Association of State 
Agencies for Surplus Property. I hastily prepared statement A, enclosed here- 
with, in the event that the question of the suggested $2,500 amendment should 
arise. In view of the statements made at the hearing concerning this, it is 
probably unnecessary to record our objection, but as long as you so kindly 
offered me the opportunity of expressing our views on other matters that arose, 
I take the liberty of asking that it be made a part of the record. I apologize 
for its slightly sloppy draftsmanship, but in my haste in redoing it into a state- 
ment from a letter originally considered for submission to the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Government Operations, my staff misunderstood my direc- 
tions and in the interest of time I have not had it retyped. 

Parenthetically on our objection to the suggested amendment, I might per- 
sonally add—several years ago Federal Civil Defense Administration offered 
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Maryland 100,000 whistles under the surplus property program. They were 
never able to work out the project, but you can readily visualize the costs 
involved if we should have to account forever to the Federal Government for 
each of those 10-cent whistles. 

However, the main point at the day’s hearing, upon which we desired to 
express our views concerning not the merits of the legislation, but the adminis- 
tration and operation thereof and particularly the question of competition 
between hospitals, schools, and civil defense at the State and local levels. On 
this subject I submit for the record, statement B, also enclosed herewith. 

We have one further request. We hope that the association may be furnished 
a copy of the hearings, or if that is not possible, a copy of any report issued. 
The reason for this request is that we intend to work as closely as permitted 
with the Federal agencies in the preparation of regulations so that the program 
may be made practical and effective at the local level, as well as carrying 
out the congressional intent. 

In conclusion I want to say that I have received the most courteous and 
thoughtful cooperation from the committee staff. 

On behalf of the association I wish to express to you our appreciation for 
the opportunity of expressing our views on this matter. 

Respectfully yours, 
SHERLEY Ewina, Director. 
STATEMENT A 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE & TERRITORIAL CivIL DEFENSE DIRECTORS 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 25, 1956. 
Statement for Subcommittee of Senate Government Operations Committee on 
H. R. 7227. 
Submitted by: Sherley Ewing, director, Maryland Civil Defense Agency. 
Representing: Col. Arthur M. Sheets (retired), director Civil Defense Agency, 
State of Oregon, as president, National Association of State & Territorial 
Civil Defense Directors. 

While this association has not formally been asked to comment on the com- 
mittee print of H. R. 7227, the legislation is of extreme importance to the civil 
defense program which the Congress has made the primary responsibility of 
the States and their political subdivision. Our study committee on surplus prop- 
erty has been working closely since last fall with your committee staff and with 
the various agencies concerned with the proposed legislation. Accordingly, we 
respectfully ask your indulgence to submit to the committee our comments. 

1. We heartily endorse the legislation as presently drafted and respectfully 
urge the committee’s early consideration and favorable action. 

2. We understand that the Federal Civil Administration has suggested to the 
committee that the present $2,500 (acquisition cost) minimum enforcement pro- 
vision be modified as to civil-defense equipment. Apparently, the intent of the 
suggested amendment is to keep Federal control and supervision over all prop- 
erty made donable to the States and their entities for civil defense purposes 
and to have the Federal Civil Defense Administrator make the determination of 
the use to be made of the benefits from the disposal of such property. We 
strongly urge that the committee reject this suggestion, for the following 
reasons: 

(a) We are advised by people with vast past experience in the operations of 
the Surplus Property Act that while there are many items offered to the States 
whose acquisition cost is over $2,500, their fair usable value is generally mini- 
mal. It does not seem economical, nor practical, to us that items of small 
dollar value be subjected to long lasting, complicated Federal control and ac- 
counting practices. To apply such Federal practices to the Civil Defense equip- 
ment, the great majority of which it is highly probable will have an acquisition 
cost of less than $2,500, appears to us to be even less justified. 

(b) Since civil defense is conducted in the name of the governors of the sev- 
eral States, the State certifications concerning the use and disposal of the equip- 
ment should be sufficient assurance to the Congress that the interests of the tax- 
payers will be adequately and efficiently protected. 

(c). In most of the political subdivisions of the States, while civil defense is 
conducted in the name of the local governing authorities, it is carried out at 
little or no cost to any government. If the surplus property prograni is ad- 
ministered and regulated by the Federal Government in such a manner as sug- 
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gested, the expense and workload of the administrative procedures will render 
the surplus property program valueless at the working and operating level of 
civil defense. 

(d) The sums of money involved in transporting, reconditioning, maintaining, 
and storing the donable surplus property may appear to Federal agencies as 
relatively insignificant sums of money which lead to careless and wasteful han- 
dling of the property. We can assure the committee that such sums of money 
will represent significant proportions of the appropriations available at the 
State and local levels for civil defense so that all authorities will be extremely 
interested in the prudent and economical use and disposition of the equipment. 
We can also assure you that none of the States or Territorial civil defense direc- 
tors are mislead by the feeling that property or funds received from the Federal 
Government represent something received for free that can be wasted without 
hurting the authorities and taxpayers to whom we are accountable. 

In summary, we respectfully point out that the long legislative history of the 
proposed legislation adequately demonstrates very strong support for the belief 
in the principle of the legislation. We are not aware of any opposition to the 
intent of the legislation; we believe that the bill as presently drafted by your 
committee will accomplish in the best possible manner all of the objectives and 
aims of all interests and we know that it will be very helpful to civil defense. 
Again, we urge that H. R. 7227 be given the most expeditious action possible at 
the convenience of the committee and we urge its passage as presently drafted 
without amendment. 

In closing I wish, on behalf of our association and our surplus property 
committee, to express our gratitude and appreciation for the very able and co- 
operative assistance which we have received from the staff of your committee. 
We feel that they deserve high praise for the work they have done on this 
legislation. 

Respectfully yours, 

SHERLEY Ewrna. 
P. S.—Insofar as the drafts are identical this statement may be taken as sup- 


port for the draft identified as S. 3693. 
SHERLEY EwIne. 


STATEMENT B 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL Crvit DEFENSE DIRECTORS 
WepveEspay, April 25, 1956. 


Statement for Subcommittee of Senate Government Operations Committee on 
. 3693. 
Submitted by: Sherley Ewing, director, Maryland Civil Defense Agency. 
Representing: Col. Arthur M. Sheets (retired), director Civil Defense Agency, 
State of Oregon as President, National Association of State and Territorial 
Civil Defense Directors. 

Questions have arisen concerning the administration and operation of the 
programs under S. 3693 with particular reference to competition between eligible 
donees if civil defense is included. 

We feel that with the help and cooperation of the various State surplus 
property agencies we all can administer and operate the proposed program in 
a way that will most economically carry out the intent of Congress with respect 
to both the surplus property and civil defense programs. We have worked 
closely with the National Association of State Agencies for Surplus Property in 
developing our joint interests in this legislation so that now many of us mutually 
understand each others’ problems. In fact, except for the courtesy and interest 
of the chairman of that association we would not even have been apprised of 
the hearing this morning. 

We pledge to the Congress that a program developed under 8. 3693 will, inso- 
far as the State and local civ!! defense authorities have any control, be admin- 
istered and operated economically for all levels of government and without 
interfering with existing programs for health and educational institutions. 

It is my personal opinion that there will be little competition. In Maryland, 
and I am sure in most of the States, the schools and hospitals all have very 
important operational roles in civil defense. Whenever such institutions have 
any use or need for surplus equipment or supplies that would have any opera- 
tional value to civil defense, I, as the civil defense director of Maryland, would 
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atrongly support their request for it, since it would thereby increase the total 
resources available within the State for civil defense emergency use. In fact, 
I would much prefer to have such equipment and supplies in place and ready for 
use than having it stockpiled in any Federal, State, or local warehouses. 

The exact question of “competition” has not been presented directly for con- 
sideration in our association meetings, so I hesitate to express the above opinion 
as a formal policy view of all the State and territorial directors. However, 1 am 
quite positive that it generally expresses the attitude of the vast majority. 
It is generally agreed that the number of items over which civil defense might 
desire more direct control and which the schools or hospitals might also need 
is probably exceedingly small, so that the areas of possible conflict are quite lim- 
ited. We are equally positive that what conflicts do arise can be effectively 
“arbitrated” at the State and local level, so that none of the three types of donees 
need feel shortchanged. 

In arguing the fundamental merits of the legislation many of us have felt 
that civil defense was entitled to a sort of priority, since most of the surplus 
equipment and supplies was originally generated as a part of the defense effort. 
We no longer claim, nor want, any priority. We make this statement to assure 
the subcommittee that it is not any possible intent of civil defense, as intimated by 
the representative of the Bureau of the Budget, to place enormous stockpiles of 
equipment in storage, subject to deterioration, loss of useful life, etc., to the detri- 
ment of programs of day to day value to the health and educational institutions. 

We hope that this statement has been of assistance to the subcommittee in under- 
standing the legislation and its intended use as applied to the State and local 
civil defense programs. We very sincerely thank you for the opportunity of 
presenting our views. SHERLEY EwWINe, 

Director, Maryland Civil Defense Agency, 
as Chairman, Committe on Surplus Property of the NASTCDD. 


(Thereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the subcommittee proceeded with the 
consideration of further matters.) 

Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will now consider H. R. 7855. 
A copy of the bill is inserted for the record. 

(The bill referred to is as follows :) 


[H. R. 7855, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1919, as 
amended, to extend until June 30, 1956, the period during which disposals of surplus 
property may be made by negotiation 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203 (e) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. 8. C. 484 (e)), is 
amended by striking out “June 30, 1955” and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 
1956”. 

Passed the House of Representatives August 2, 1955. 


Attest : 
RAteH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


Senator Kennepy. Represenetatives from the General Services Ad- 
ministration will testify on H. R. 7855. We will hear from Mr. 
Elliott, speaking on behalf of the General Services Administration. 


STATEMENT OF MAXWELL H. ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES W. GASQUE, JR., ASSISTANT GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, PERSONAL PROPERTY DIVISION, AND JOHN 
THOMAS, DIRECTOR, PERSONAL PROPERTY UTILIZATION, GEN- 
ERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Exxiorr. Sir, this bill was brought up on the floor of the House 
I believe, on the last day of the session last year, at the request of 
ourselves and of the Department of Defense. 

It was passed by the House on the last day, or the next to the last 
day, and time did not permit consideration in the Senate. 
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The purpose at that time was to provide for an additional year’s 
extension—until June 30, 1956—on a temporary basis of our authority 
to negotiate sales, which would then give the Congress an opportunity 
to look over permanent legislation. 

Of course, the date of June 30, 1956, is now rapidly upon us, so 
that the passage of the bill at this time in that form would not do us 
any particular good. 

There has been introduced, as you know, and we are interested in, 
legislation extending to us permanent authority. However, I do un- 
derstand that both here and in the other body there are a lot of ques- 
tions that may require extended hearings, for which reason it is un- 
likely that with the legislative pressure there is on you folks this year, 
that you will get to it. 

For that reason, we would like to ask that this subcommittee con- 
sider this bill favorably and substitute the date of August 1, 1957, for 
June 30, 1956. 

The reason for August 1 rather than June 30 is to gear it to approxi- 
mately the expected time of when the Congress would adjourn, so 
that that will give the full year of the next legislative session to con- 
sider granting us permanent authority. 

There are three reasons why we feel this bill is needed. In the first 
place, with respect to certain disposals of real property we have the 
same situation now, although it involves different pieces of property, 
that we had 3 or 4 years ago when this committee reported out favor- 
ably the first of the temporary extensions; and that is that there are a 
number of pieces of property where municipalities wish to acquire the 
pronerty at the fair market value from us. 

We have others where there are genuine hardship on former owners 
and they wish to reacquire their property at the fair market value. 

The only thing we can do now is to hold a competitive bid sale, either 
by auction or otherwise, which puts the municipality or the former 
owner, in the arena against the speculators. 

Mr. Davis, who is in charge of our congressional liaison, tells me 
that there are approximately 30 parcels throughout the country in 
which Senators and Congressmen have expressed a strong interest. A 
number of them have introduced special bills. 

As to those who have introduced special bills, they have done it on 
our assurance that if we get this negotiating authority we will nego- 
tiate the sales at the fair market value to the public bodies and to the 
former owners and, therefore, alleviate the necessity for special bills. 

That, if you will recall, was a major purpose in the adoption 3 or 4 
years ago of the original extension. 

And, I might say, Mr. Davis tells me that those 30 Congressmen and 
Senators who have introduced bills are not of any one party, but are 
approximately equally divided on both sides of the aisle. 

The other two reasons why we need this extension of negotiating 
authority have to do with personal property. One is with respect to 
our own personal property. Mr. Thomas who is here and who is in 
charge of our personal property disposal, can speak on that. 

The second is the need that the Department of Defense has for 
negotiating sales of certain personal property, and, since they are 
present here, I think it would be appropriate if the subcommittee 
a them to speak on that point, after Mr. Thomas has made 

1s point. 
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Mr. Tuomas. With the volume of excess that is being generated at 
the rate of over $2 billion a year, there is a definite need, under certain 
circumstances, to have negotiating authority. We do not have it now, 
and of course the problems and examples that we have are of the type 
that are recurring and keep recurring because of our volume. We can 
certainly use it, and use it to good advantage. 

We believe it would be economical. We believe it would go a long 
way to smooth out a lot of our operating problems. 

We also have another problem in connection with carrying out the 
Hoover Commission recommendations—recommendation No. 17. We 
believe this would be of great assistance to us in that area by the use 
of Government contractors for the resale of specialized items. 

That is about all I have, but we would like to have this authority, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you have any other comment, Mr. Elliott? 

Mr, Exxiorr. The only additional comment I have to make, Senator 
Kennedy, from the standpoint of GSA is that we are advised that 
the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the enactment of this 
legislation. Mr. Mullins is here from the Bureau, if you so wish 
to ask him. 

Senator Kennepy. Is that satisfactory with the Bureau of the 
Budget ¢ 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. MULLINS, CHIEF, GENERAL SERVICES 
GROUP, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Muturins. Yes. We favored the broader bill which would give 
a more permanent nature to this; and, in lieu of that, we would favor 
the language extending the negotiating authority for a temporary 
period. 

Our only suggestion would be the possibility that perhaps the ex- 
piration date might well be extended a little farther on, to avoid the 
things that have happened on, I believe, two occasions in the past, 
where we found ourselves inadvertently without any negotiating 
authority at all. This is the state in which we are in now due to delays, 
some on our own part and some just completely unavoidable. 

Senator Kennepy. What about July 31, 1957? 

Mr. Muturns. That would be better than June 30, but we believe it 
might be better to extend it even farther. 

Senator Kmnnepy. Well, we hope by that time that we will have a 
permanent bill. At least I think the subcommittee will hold hearings 
next year on legislation to make this permanent. 

That date would be satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir, that date would be satisfactory to us. 

Mr. Tuomas. I have one other point I would like to make. From 
time to time we do have quite a number of requests from State and 
municipal governments that are exempted from participating in the 
sale of surplus property because of one of their local ordinances or 
laws which will not let them participate to go in competitive bidding, 
and it is our thought that under this authority we could possibly sell— 
we believe we could under the extension as it is proposed—sell to them, 
but again at a fair market value. But it would relieve that problem 
that we have run into continuously. 
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Senator Martin. Do you have some specific suggestions to consider 
here on this? ’ 

Mr. Tuomas. No; it was just another point in connection with the 
need for legislation, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your 
assistance. 

We will insert in the record at this point the statement of Senator 
Richard L. Neuberger, of Oregon, and Representative Sam Coon, of 
Oregon, and there may possible be other statements. 

(The statement of Senator Neuberger and the statement of Repre- 
sentative Coon are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RicHaRD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 
Apri 25, 1956. 


Mr. Chairman, I was very pleased a few days ago to learn that the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations would welcome statements in reference 
to H. R. 7855. I understand that it had previously been planned to consider the 
bill, which is reportedly not a subject of controversy, in a routine committee 
executive session. Wide interest in the bill being considered arises quite nat- 
urally from the disappointment and frustration experienced when negotiations 
with the General Services Administration abruptly came to an end on June 30, 
1955, the last day that section 203E of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, was operative. 

I have heard that over seventy sales the General Services Administration was 
processing were left suspended in midair, so to speak, when the June 30, 1955, 
date ended their negotiations. How many hours of conference, consultation, 
and study, not to mention time, travel, and other expenses, had to be charged 
off as a complete loss, would be impossible to calculate. Community projects 
dependent on the successful conclusion of some of these negotiations became 
casualties of a deadline. 

Mr. Chairman, by passing H. R. 7855, we well be able to reopen some of these 
negotiations and in some measure recover this loss of time and effort. 

I have been especially concerned about a case in my own State of Orégon, 
There the Port of Umatilla Commission had carried on negotiations with the 
Seattle regional office of the General Services Administration for many months. 
The commission, looking forward to the future industrial development of 
Umatilla County, wanted to acquire land and properties of McNary townsite 
near the McNary Dam and adjacent to the Columbia River. This property was 
ideally suited to the particular needs of the Port of Umatilla Commission. The 
property had been turned over to the General Services Administration by the 
Corps of Engineers as surplus. It would enable the Commission to fulfill its 
long-range plans providing the benefits of water navigation for the business and 
industry of Umatilla County and tributary areas. June 30, 1955, was the day 
these plans were rudely suspended. Since that time, the Port of Umatilla Com- 
mission has watched previously interested industry take option on an alternate 
site. There was naturally great disappointment over this. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know that the decision of the industry referred to 
would have been different had the McNary townsite been an available location in 
the possession of the Port of Umatilla Commission. I only know that it is a 
matter of some speculation. If by extending for another year the authority of 
the General Services Administration to negotiate sale of surplus, I believe many 
communities, municipalities, and local agencies, like the Port of Umatilla Com- 
mission, may serve the public interest more expeditiously and fully. 

I would urge the passage of H. R. 7855, Mr. Chairman, in the interest of my 
constituents. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Sam Coon, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FRoM THE STATE 
OF OREGON 


Mr. Chairman, I am Sam Coon and represent the Second District of Oregon 
in Congress. I appear before your subcommittee this morning to support legisla- 
tion to extend General Services Administration's negotiating authority—in regard 
to sales of surplus Government real estate—to June 30, 1957. 
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The expiration of such authority has delayed a development which would be 
of economic benefit to Umatilla County, Oreg. I refer to the proposal of the 
Umatilla Port Commission to buy the McNary townsite. This is a tract of 
approximately 400 acres—part of it undeveloped and part of it containing a 
town built in connection with the construction of the McNary Dam. The Port 
Commission began negotiations for its purchase 2 years ago for the purpose 
of developing a river port on the pool behind the McNary Dam, These negotia- 
tions are halted at present because the authority has expired under which Gen- 
eral Services Administration could negotiate a sale. 

In the meantime, the houses on the developed part of the townsite are deteriorat- 
ing under a Government policy of deferred maintenance. The 335 persons who 
reside on the project need assurance as to the final disposition of the homes they 
occupy. The port commission tells me they will protect the Government em- 
ployees now residing on the project. As far as I know, all of the home occupants 
are Government employees and their families. The port commission wonld 
give them first preference to purchase the homes they occupy at reasonable prices 
and on liberal financing terms that all could meet. These homes would go into 
the local tax rolls. 

The townsite is now surplus. It has been screened by General Services Admin- 
istration and is available for disposal. No private individuals appear interested 
in its purchase. The Umatilla Port Commission will benefit the whole area by 
developing its vacant land for port development purposes. 

I hope that the subcommittee will see fit to report legislation to extend the 
former authority of the General Services Administration, which would permit 
this negotiated sale—and other such sales which would benefit other areas— 
by putting to productive use land which the Federal Government no longer needs. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Did you want to hear from the Department of 
Defense ? 

Senator Kennepy. It was my understanding the representative of 
the Department of Defense did not have anything in particular he 
wished to present but that he would be available for questions. 

Does the Department of Defense’s representative have a statement 
he wants to make? 


STATEMENT OF VINCENT C. TOLINO, OFFICE, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF DEFENSE (SUPPLY AND LOGISTICS) 


Mr. Torino. We would like to state that we support the bill. 
Senator Kennepy. Thank you. Weappreciate your coming up and 
being available. oa 
. 1799 


Senator Kennepy. In addition to the three bills, S. 3693, H. R. 
7855, and S. 1527, on which the subcommittee has received testimony 
today, it was originally contemplated that hearings would also be held 
on another bill of a somewhat related nature, 8. 1799, which is pend- 
ing before the subcommittee. I have been informed by the staff that 
the chairman of the committee has received a number of requests from 
various organizations which include the American Municipal Associ- 
ation, National Association of County Officials, the National Institute 
of Governmental Purchasing, Inc., the League of Texas Municipali- 
ties, the Michigan Municipal League, and others, expressing an inter- 
est in this legislation. 

This bill, which would authorize executive agencies, subject to regu- 
lations of the Administrator of General Services, to dispose of any 
surplus personal property to any State, Territory, or possession, or to 
any political subdivision thereof, or any tax-supported agency therein, 
at a price fixed by such executive agency, or as may be determined by 
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negotiation, was submitted to the various affected Federal agencies for 
their comments and recommendations. 

Practically all of the agencies have replied, and they were unani- 
mous in recommending against enactment of this legislation for the 
following reasons: 

(1) The bill would not provide the necessary priorities intended, 
and should it be amended to do so the agencies believe that priorities 
are not desirable. 

(2) To permit executive agencies to set the price on surplus under 
their control would lead to a variation in prices for the same items of 
supply. 

(3) It might lead to a chaotic condition, with State and local units 
competing among themselves for Federal surp]us ~ perty. 

(4) The agencies recommended that in lieu of S. 1799 the commit- 
tee report S. 2668, a bill to amend section 203 (e) of the Property Act, 
tu permit the Administrator of General Services to advertise and dis- 
pose of surplus property by negotiation. 

Testimony submitted today, in connection with the subcommittee’s 
consideration of H. R. 7855, indicates that the administrative agencies 
are agreed that it will be necessary to hold extended hearings on legis- 
lation which would provide permanent negotiating authority in con- 
nection with the disposal of surplus property, as proposed on S. 2668, 
and, as I have stated, the agencies in their comments on S. 1799 con- 
tend that the authority provided in the latter bill could better be in- 
corporated in the administration measure, S. 2668. 

In view of this situation, and the fact that the subcommittee indi- 
cated that it is desirable to withhold hearings on the permanent 
authority at this time, no testimony will be taken on S. 1799 at these 
hearings. As I have previously stated, however, the subcommittee 
proposes to consider a bill similar to S. 2668 early in the next Congress, 
at which time consideration will also be given to the proposals con- 
tained in S. 1799. 

Copies of the bills, S. 2668 and S. 1799 will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


[S. 2668, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, regarding advertised and negotiated disposals of surplus property 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203 (e) of the Federal Proverty 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby further amended 
to read as follows: 

“(e) (1) All disposals or contracts for disposal of surplus pronerty (other 
than by abandonment, destruction, donation, or through contract realty brokers) 
made or authorized by the Administrator shall be made after publicly advertis- 
ing for bids, under regulations prescribed by the Administrator, except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (3) of this subsection. 

“(2) Whenever public advertising for bids is required under paragraph (1) 
of this suhsection— 

“(A) the advertisement for bids shall be made at such time previous to 
the disposal or contract, through such methods, and on such terms and con- 
ditions as shall permit that full and free competition which is consistent 
with the value and nature of the pronerty involved ; 

“(B) all bids shall be publicly disclosed at the time and place stated in 
the advertisement ; 

“(C) award shall be made with reasonable promptness by notice to the 
responsible bidder whose bid, conforming to the invitation for bids, will be 
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most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered : 
Provided, Vhat all bids may be rejected when it is in the public interest 
to do so. 

“(3) Disposals and contracts for disposal may be negotiated, under regulations 
prescribed by the Administrator, without regard to paragraphs (1) and (2) 
of this subsection but subject to obtaining such competition as is feasible under 
the circumstances, if— 

“(A) necessary in the public interest during the period of a national 
emergency declared by the President or the Congress, with respect to a 
particular lot or lots of property or, for a period not exceeding three months, 
with respect to a specifically described category or categories of property 
as determined by the Administrator ; 

*(B) the public health, safety, or national security will thereby be 
promoted ; 

“(C) public exigency will not admit of the delay incident to advertising ; 

“(D) the property involved is of a nature and quantity which, if disposed 
of under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, would cause such an 
impact on an industry or industries as adversely to affect the national 
economy ; 

“(E) the estimated fair market value of the property involved does not 
exceed $1,000; 

“(F) it is impracticable to secure competition ; 

“(G) bid prices after advertising therefor are not reasonable (either as 
to all or some part of the property) or have not been independently arrived 
at in open competition ; 

“(H) because of the character or condition of the property or unusual 
circumstancés, the fair market value of the property and other satisfactory 
terms of disposal can be obtained by negotiation; 

“(1) the disposal will be to States, Territories, possessions, political 
subdivisions thereof, or tax-supported agencies therein: Provided, That the 
fair market value of the property and other satisfactory terms of disposal 
are obtained by negotiation; or 

“(J) otherwise authorized by this Act or other law. 

“(4) Disposals and contracts for disposal of surplus real and related personal 
property through contract realty brokers employed by the Administrator shall 
be made in the manner followed in similar commercial transactions under such 
regulations as may be prescribed by the Administrator: Provided, That such 
regulations shall require that wide public notice of availability of the property 
for disposal be given by the brokers. 

“(5) An explanatory statement of the circumstances shall be preserved in the 
file of each case where disposal oceurs under paragraphs (3) or (4) of this 
subsection. 

“(6) Section 3709, Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U. 8S. C. 5), shall not apply 
to disposals or contracts for disposal made under this subsection.” 


[S. 1799, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 203 (f) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203 (f) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C. 484 (f)), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(f) Subject to regulations of the Administrator, any executive agency may 
(1) authorize any contractor with such agency or subcontractor thereunder to 
retain or dispose of any contractor inventory, and (2) dispose of any surplus 
personal property to any State, Territory, or possession, or to any political 
subdivision thereof or any tax-supported agency therein, at a price fixed by such 
agency or determined by negotiation.” 


Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will now go into executive 
session. 


(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the subcommittee went into Saniutive 
session. ) 
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(The following was subsequently received for the record :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, 
STATE AGENCIES FOR SURPLUS PROPERTY, 
Tallahassee, Fla, April 30, 1956. 

Subject: 8. 3693. 

Hon. Joun F. KENNEpy, 

Senator from Massachusetts, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization of the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR KENNEDY: It is regretted that it was not learned prior to the 
hearings that certain legal interpretations of the above-referenced bill could 
result in potential problem areas. 

Section (j) (1), page 2, irom line 15, reads as follows: 

“No such property shall be transferred for use within any State except to the 
State agency designated under State law for the purpose of distributing, in con- 
formity with the provisions of this subsection, all property allocated under this 
subsection for use within such State.” 

The legal counsel of DHEW interprets this to mean that State law must authorize 
the existing State agencies for surplus property to receive and redistribute prop- 
erties for civil-defense purposes in order to do so. 

Section 5 (b) establishes interim procedures to be followed in States where 
such authority does not exist. These procedures make it possible to have two 
separate and distinct State agencies for a period of 144 to 2% years, one agency 
to handle properties for health and educational purposes, and one for civil-defense 
purposes. All State civil-defense agencies are presently authorized to receive 
funds and properties from the Federal Government. Section 5 (b) might make 
such State civil-defense agencies eligible to receive surplus property in those 
States where the existing State agencies for surplus property lack authority by 
State law to handle properties for civil-defense purposes. 

The testimony of DHEW was specific in that the determination would be made 
at the State level as to which of the three eligible classifications—health, educa- 
tion, or civil defense—would actually util’ze the property. Two separate State 
agencies would make this an impossible situation, drastically impairing the pres- 
ent program and creating a chaotic condition for all, particularly for civil defense. 

It is fully recognized that the responsibility to authorize and organize the State 
program rests at the State level. We want to take every safeguard to protect 
the present donation program. If it is the desire of Congress to make civil 
defense eligible to receive Federal surplus property, we are equally concerned in 
insuring that the authority will be implemented in a workable, equitable, and 
effective manner. We feel that it is our moral obligation to Congress to attain 
the maximum utilization of surplus property in discharging our responsibilities 
to the institutions of our respective States. The creation of a dual State pro- 
gram would make it difficult to achieve this goal. 

We respectfully recommend that the bill be amended by redrafting section 5 (b) 
to read as follows: 

“In the case of any State which on the date of enactment of this act has not 
designated a single State agency for the purpose of distributing surplus prop- 
erty pursuant to subsection 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, transfers of such property may be made by 
the Administrator of General Services under such subsection, as amended by 
this act, to the State agency heretofore established in such State to distribute 
property in conformity with such subsection for purposes of education and 
public health to the extent that such agency is authorized under State law 
to receive and distribute any class of property transferred pursuant to such 
subsection, or in the absence of any such agency or in the absence of authority 
of such agency to receive and distribute any such class of property, to any 
State agency or official authorized under State law to receive and distribute 
such property, until 90 calendar days have passed after the close of the first 
regular session of the legislature of such State beginning after the date of en- 
actment of this act.” 

Section 5 (b) would then insure the continuation of the present program 
without interruption and indicate the desirability of also authorizing the exist- 
ing State agencies for surplus property to acquire and distribute properties 
for civil-defense purposes. After careful deliberation, it is my feeling that 
with the above-mentioned insertion the bill will more nearly accomplish the 
results desired by all in this respect. 





SURPLUS PROPERTY DONATIONS 67 


It is my sincere hope that you and the members of the committee will concur 
in the advisability of the above amendment, and that the report when published 
‘will reflect this change. It is felt that the report will clearly indicate the intent 
of the committee to be the unification of the program on the Federal level and on 
a State level utilizing the facilities of the present State agencies for surplus 
property. 

Section 2 presents two problem areas. It establishes two Federal agencies 
through which Federal surplus property will be channeled for redistribution 
within the States. Because of the nature of the institutions which are desig- 
nated as the ultimate donee in section 2, this is an understandable condition. 
It is our strong belief that section 2 would be strengthened and claritied if it were 
to read as follows: 

“In the case of surplus property under the control of the Department of De- 
fense, the Secretary of Defense shall determine whether such property is usable 
and necessary for educational institutions which are of special concern to the 
armed services, such as maritime academies, military schools, naval schools, 
Air Force schools, or Coast Guard preparatory schools. If such Secretary shall 
determine that such property is usable and necessary for such purposes, he shall 
allocate it for transfer by the administrator to the State agency designated 
under State law for distribution to such educational institutions. If he shall 
determine that such property is not usable and necessary for such purposes, it 
may be disposed of in accordance with paragraph (3) or paragraph (4) of this 
subsection.” 

These suggested changes would define the area of eligibility in harmony with 
the presently operated program of donations for health and educational pur- 
poses as authorized by the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended. It is our opinion that unless the section is changed as 
indicated above, it should be left unchanged. 

We respectfully request that you and the members of the committee favorably 
consider the above changes to 8. 3693. Should the committee concur in the 
advisability of these changes, you may be assured that the national association 
will cooperate with all concerned in achieving the maximum benefits possible 
as authorized by this bill. 

It would be appreciated if this letter can be added to the record of the 
hearings on S. 3693, 

Respectfully, 
E. O. ROLLAND, 
Chairman, National Association of State Agencies for Surplus Property. 


x 








